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While demands for day care facilities for children contihup to rise, 
comparable aituatlon develops concerning the controversy surrounding the 
impact of day care on children, family systems and society in general, 
social acci»ptability of group day care has increased as tl^ trends for 
maternal employment, early chMdhood education, .and cognitive >nrlohm^t 
" have merged. The need of arrangements for the care of chLdren whose . 
•mothers are in the labor force is indicated by the following national 
statistics:' 



33% of all mothers with children under six years of age arte currently 
employed (League of ^Women Voters, 1972). 

• , 1U% of all l>nited States families are female.- headed (Behavior Today, 
^ . 197U). , ° , • ■ , 

For 5 million children under si^ in need of day c^e, only 700,0001 

^ ^ pKices are available^in day care centers .and licensed homes • 

■H, ■ - ■ , ■ 

. (Keyser'ling, 1972). , ' ' 

^ In nearby Ingham County.' a 1973 survey Indicated that 5,172 mothers 
■ with children under six years of age are employed (apprpximitely 

.30% of the mothers with children under six) and that 913 spaces 
• are available Mn^day car^e centers, 1,368 in licensed day care ^ 
homes for 7,507 children in need of 4^ care (Cole. 197i4). 
The need for systems of day care for these children has been acknow- 
ledged by, a yariety.of professionals. However, several reservations have 
been expressed, both by experts and by the public in general:, concerning 
the effects bf widespread m^itemal employment and institutlpnalized care 
6f children on the American society. The focus of the majority of thes* 



r«9«rvation3 appears to be a concern about the^ Interactioh between day care 
systems and the structure of the family (Kagan . 'igTO). Partlciilar ln,por- 
tance is placed on the possibility that a modification of the viewpoint 
incorporated in the American society involving the family's responsibil- 
ities will aiccelerate tr^^^nds toward a weakening ofthe family structure. 

Increased day cire facilities would initially be used largely >y 
employed, mothers whose^,^hildren are iip unsatisfaotpry care situations'; _ On 
the other hand, .an, increase In the silipply of day care systems could be 
viewed as creating ^new demands on women who have not been previously 
employed but who would consider employment as an option if satisfactory 
child car^p services were availSblte. Thus, increased^ availability of day 
care systems could presumably increase the rate of maternal^ employment, 
resulting irt a rise- in the number, of lower- and middlelolass children 
being raised outside the boundaries of the home. 

Several specialists in child development (Kagan, 197(1;' and Stevenson 
and Pitzgerald, 1972) have expressed concern that relatively little is .r t 
known about the effects of dally care of children by an outside Institution 
on parental attitudes toward their child-rearing responsibilities. Kagan 
expresses the fear that mass day c^re will subtly persuade parents that, 
day care staff are chiefly responsible for the child, creating the danger . 
involved in placing responsibility on an individual who. does not truly 
cojitrol the.xihild. Educational specialists (Rowe^ et al. , 1972) have also 
issued a warning against the development of programs which result in the " 
withdrawal of parents from responsive , long-term relationships with their 
^hildj^fcn. While both K^gart and Rowe, et al. . i>,fer to "good" day care 
systems which would avoid t>iese dangers, criteria for judging day care 
systems with these concerns in mind are usually not stipulated. I 
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somewhat rented warnings have been expressed. by O'Brien, Pardee,' ' 
. Schachter .and Mortis (19|I) ahd Stelnfels (.1973).- These authors feel 
■ that widespread aocptanoe of day care may l,ad 'to profe'ssionariz^tion of ' 
child car, to the degree that standards ' set for child-rearing practices 
. -"J^be-^l- only within a professional institution. This, in turn, would 
, lead to. the d'evdluatlon of the parents' abilltlA to .eet any of the child's 
needs. From this" perspective ,l:he cause of the loss of parental functj^ is 
viewed t9 be day care systems and the coercion of ^expertise, as opposed tP 
the characteristic? of any. single- da/ care iFaoiilty. , , 

. In contrast.; 5ther professionals have noted that the tendency of certain 
• ■ . day care programs, to view their role as that of extending education downward- 
(with emphasis pn high professional- standards «pr staff and a devaluation ■ 
. of parental input) could lead to feelings of inadequacy among the' parents 
involved. The effects of family. program interaction have been explored by 
Prescott. MUlbh. and Jones (1972). ftey emphasize' the importance of the 
• . degree 6f congruence between, the values, expectat.ions and child-rearing 
, methods employed by the parents on the one'hand, and those of the day ca».e 
; staff on the .other, in determining the quality of the day care experience 
for the child, -Several variables in' the family system," the day care ' 
'^'^■^ care, staff were shown to be related to congruence . , 

In child-rearing val^ues and child-rearing methods utilised. I« addition.' 
.oongr»;.nce was found to be Related to the'.valtfe of day care for ^h<i, child. ■ 
Bronfenbrenner (1970) his expressed yet' another concern about the . 
/famUy-program int*ractIon.' Believing that the separation between the 
\. adults' world and the Child's world Is delin.ated^fSr ',to6 mu.h In our society;- 
; Bronfenbrenner sees the wideBpr<.ad adoption of InstltutlSnalized Say c«r« '• 
: , to an even' .«m«r ,ge. A "<ood" day care 



. program, accerdlng to this criterion , must place emphasis on the effort . 
to integrate childreff^lntS the real adult world rather than isolate them 
further. ' • 

■ , Many of the previously tfd ted 'concern's revolve more around the impllca- 
^tion^ that some day care -systems can be harmful to children, rathep than 
ai^ound -a feeneral mistrust of the concept of day care. Fear is^prevalent 
that the.vfrong people will be 'in control of the day^care situation, with 
particular concern about^ facilities run by corporations or by franchised 
commercial operators. The ^intervention by the- federal government in 
stipulating' guidelines, determining eligibility, and most notably re- , ^ 
quiring mothers on welfare to place their, children in day.- care systems is 
also viewed as having, negative; consequences for bdth family and day care 
systems . . , 

Minority groups may view widespread day care as a strategy to separate ' 
children from their parents (Rdwe, et al. , ig)^). Certainly a strong 
impetus to the day care movement was provided" by programs (e.g., Headstart) 
"designed with the express purpose of removing children froip, deficient 
environments in order to Intervene in the socialization process and coun- • 
teract the. ''bad influence of the parents". ' Even the authorities most 
Strongly opposing the availability of day care systems for middle-class 
families (on the premise that', a child can best be brought up in the home)", 
still support day care for disadvantaged children ^(Meers, 1971). Thus ' ^ 
parents are receiving two contradictory pressures depending upon their - 
social class. .White, mlddle-^aass parents. are told .to remain home during \ 
the early years to provide constant caret akifj^ figures. For .lower-cldss, ' 
disadvantaged families (particularly those on welfare),* the family life 



is no longer prQte.cted and the role of experts 'in fostering early , cognitive 
development is stressed. ^ * 

Interestingly enough, some of the more radical proponents 'of widespread 
availability of day care, systems have proposed extension of the above 
•Wichment argument". These professionals feel that no family can, by 
itself, do an optimal job of child-rearing. ' .Here' emphasis is placed oh 
the value of day care systems to the child-rearing function" of all families 
(O'Brien, et al. , 1971; and Edmiston, 1971). Day car^ -systems are viewed 
by this gro^fx as optimally serving ;the child-rearing, function of any ^ . 
family, and as an agent for beneficial structural change within the family " 
system. In this case, the ideal day care system is family-oriented as 
opposed to child-oriented, and should provide support and famidy services 
to the family unit. By providing parents the oijportunity tc. participate 
in a chi,ld-centered community, day care systems would remove them from the 
"isolation" of rearing children within. the nuclear family (Edmiston, 1971; 
Rowe, et al. , 1972; Steinfels, 1373). 

As can be seen in the variety of viewpoints presented on the topic of 
day care, a number of o£in^ are -frequently ^xpress^ while relatively 
little is "still known about the effects of daily ca^e of children b/an 
outside institution. A review of the research literature reveals an 
equally complex and confusing picture. In her exceilant analysis of available 
research on day care, Thompson (1975) classifies the 'studies reviewed in the ^ 
following'categories ; ■ ' - ^ - 

^ (1) Day care as early childhood education ' 

* I 

(2) Day cari^- for disadvantaged "Children • . . ^ 

(3) Assessment jf day care's Impact on children's psychodynamics . 



. (U) Day care as an instl'tution furthering social change 

/ . ■ - ^ ■ • . • '■ 

(5J Assessment of day care use and" needs • 

ETach category reflects a particular focus, pol^lMcal position , 't</pe 
'.of research apd various concerns with family.-day care, interactions. Effects^ 
of ^rogram^and materials on children's cognitive growth, the effectiveness - 
of day care programs "(most notably. Head Start programs) ^he, effects of 
multiple mothering on childr^en and 'fain ily systems, and expectations and 
preferences of users have been examined by<" various researchers and research 
groups, according to Thompson. She states, "on the whole, much of the 
research is very badly done", and concludes that the methodological ^ - ^ 
sophistication of the research reviewed ehds with the sampling procedures 
employed. Her general critique includes the following conclusions: 

^ I.- Questions are occasionally ambiguoi^s. In some studies, the response 
category "other" received more responses than any of the listed items , 
making interpretation of the results questionable. . 

•. - ■ ■ . 

V. 2. Most of the variables used (excluding demographic variables) are 
strictly nomirial. . .. • , ; 

3. Most of the studies use no statistical analysis pi^ocedures 
whatsoever: The us^ of correlation, regression ,%r analysis of rariance' is 
almost nonexistent. . , 

Results are usually presented by indicating the percentage of 
respondents giving each response./ ' ' 

Thompson further calls attention to spej/ific poin^ts of interest. She 
' ' . ■ ' ' ■■/■'■ 

note's the high number of studies. listing^.4amilies" as the population while 

/ " ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

interviewing mothers only. Frequent^l/; differences are commented upon 

' ■ " ' ' ' ■ • ■ 

b/the researchers without any^ apparent question as ttf„their significance. 



'Implied in Thompson's discussion is a cautious tone with regard^ to the 
utilization of the results in support of the perspectives inherent in 
any one of the five categorie? outlined in her review. ^ 

In Summary, nruch of the concern about, the interaction .between f^ily 
and day care systems encompasses a wide range of variables, depending - 
upon the political stance and disciplinary interest involved .yl^ie majority 
of studies conducted on family-day care interactions is methodologically 
poor, with little* or no statistical procedures involved. A variety of 
variables, including type of day care system, goals and attitudes involved, 
. and methods utHized, have been awarded importance in addition to variables 
within thfe family system. In order for an adequate evaluation to be made 
of effects of the interaction between family and day care systems and in 
order to make available relevant information ii>volving this wide range of 
structural variables, both the family and day care systems must be . 
investigated. j; 

' V. Conceptual Approach 

As modern science employs computers for storage^ and retrieval of data, 
and the further experimental techniques become automated and less de- 
pendent on. the individ^skills of ^ the experimenter, classical specialists 
give >fay to interdisciplinary teams of scientists who may help t^ diversify 
knowledge by transfer of concepts from one discipline to another. .With 
regard to complex problems affecting the entire society, one of the^ major 
obstacles involved is to find a method of constructing ef^tive delivery 
systems for the application of scientific knowledge and technology . 



(I>ock«ns ;iII, 1974). Concern for the family syt(iii%as llso generated 
literature involving a variety of subgroups in the general American pop- 
ulation (BeVnard, 1966; King, 1967; Sot omayer, 1971; and 'Stapl.es, 1971). 



Of fi^cent Interest in the family system/the emphasis placed^on 
I the role of the, American woman (Bracer, Meir and Rudwlcki 1971) reflects ^' 
permeating change in the American society (Bernard, 1972; Howe, 1972). 
Such interests inevitably lead to the topic of day car^ ' systems , and their, 
influence on^the American family (Rowe, Fein, Butler, Rowe, Bunting, and" 
Johnson, -19^2)^ The complexity involved in an attempt to explore the 
interaction of family and day care systems seems to require the inter- . 
discipli'nary systems <pproach incorporating knowledge and concepts from 
a variety of related disciplines .(Sorrells and Ford, 1969). 

Boulding (1968) refers to general systems theory as the "skeleton 
of science" in the s^nse that it aims" to provide a frameworl< or structure 
of systems on which to. hang the flesh and blood ' of particular" disciplines 
and- particular subject matters in an orderly and coherent corpus of 
knowledge. The conceptual model of the system is a relativistic ' and - 
extensive rather than an absolute and essential mode of thought. It 
examines the natdre of a^ entity in relation to th^ things it affects 
and is affected by rather than in relation to essential chai^acteristics. ; ' 
/ The use of the system as a conceptual tool requires no Verification ' 
in research; the only requiremient is for the system to be consistent 
witji^its set of definitions. It offers a condeptual framework that shifts' 
attention from characteristics pogsesseiby individual entities to inter- ' 
action and ^^elafedness, and odn accomodate an interdisciplinary team 
comprised of members representing the disciplines of Communication, Computer 
Science, Family arid Child Life Sci/nce, Social Psychology, Social Science, 
Social Wprk, and 'Sociology. " • ^ > . ' 



y Ackn6»<ledging that the interaction of individuals from different .. / 
„disciplines;in the formulation of j^rpblems offers a much wider r^nge of 
. alternative questions and solutions, it is quite conceivable that an ■ 
.interdisciplinary team can prodijce a considerable amount of d^ata' and yet 
fail/ to make any^significant contribution to solving a problem. Additional 
;^ifficulties ^ri^l from the diverse" terminology of the participating ' 
team members. Two advantages in the use of the systems approach as an 
intra-team frame of reference , are worthy of mention. ' The first involves a 
set of terminology which is applicable^ to a^; the' Id^^ 

.This Ictwers-the probability that^ commWlcatiW'-^ essenrial io- ' v 

the team's output will cease. . , '^^^^^^^^^^^^ v. ; 

^ ■ second advantage stems in, part, from the first, arid ^ 
frames of references. A system has a frame of « reference; in usirtg the 
system's conceptual model 4ie is essential to specify theft frame of ref- ' 
erence. Each frame of reference generates a very "different perspective 
and yet each is describing the same empirical obje^ct. ' Not infrequently do ' 
.arguments and misunderstandings develop when an individual on one systemic 
level attempts. to convey an id^a or interpretation to. an individual 
"listen^ing" on a different systemic level. Further, interpretations 
.generated on one sjfst'emic level need not be applicable or hold true, on' ^ ^ 
. an6ther system'ic level. ' * • 

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual frame>fork developed' by the research 
team, and defines the systemic bounda^ifes- surrounding the bonceptual 
systems of concern in the present study. As can be seen, in the diagram" • 
three major syatems have been identified. The reader should keep in, mind 
that each 8^te.m is composed of systemic elements which ffotnn'' sub- systems, ^ 
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FIGURE 1 
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A GENERAL SYSJ^M FRAMEWORK? FOR- THE STUDY OF imi^mi^ DAY CARE SYSTEMS 
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. with a p^rticul«r sub-system generating a new frame of reference. A 

review of the three major subsystems, is in order. Includedin the review 
will be^ja .description of the types of variables usually identified , and 
a cursory review^ some of the available research orf day^oare identified 
by Thonipson (1975)-.. • 

, * ' - ^ 

I. Day pare systemic level. Concern is usually focused on such ' 
variables as staff-child Interaction , staff atti-tudes and expectations,/^ 
staff, perceptions of the day care center,, staff perceptions of parents 
and their satisfaction) with the day care center. " . « ' 

Related literature: Thompson comments on the difficulty in separating 
staff attitudes from the "attitude" 6f the center, which is- formulated 
through some kin^ of interpersonal process. " Several studies however, 
attempt to assess staff attitudes'. Prescott, Mlllch, and Jones (1972) 
asked day care staff about the level of satisfaction with the care children 
received at home. The staff were generally critical: 96% of' the staff in 
public centers and over 70% of the staff In private centers exuresseddls- 
satisfaction With home care.* Fitzsimmons and Rovfg (1971) and Thompson 
,(1971) found the staff /child ratio to bp, a principal indicator of high 
quality care. Prescott, Jones and Krltchevsky (1972) also att^inpted to ' 
measure staff's perception of their roles. Type of role concept was. 
fouhd to be related to attitudes toward both authority and-^armth. 

« I 

/ II. Family systemic level. Such variables as parent-child inter- 
action, parent expectation^ of the child, parent satisfaction wjfe^he day ~ 
care center, parent ' s perception of staff and perception of staff's per- ^ 
ceptlons, and charatt eristics parents consider important, in their selection . 
of day care ''centers have been assessed/ '/ ' > 



j. .R«l^d llteratur*: Iri general, day oare center users have been 
fpund to be more highly , s^ljisfl^d tHan families using other child care 

-Wrsto be m'ore highly * satisfied • 
1^(93% highly, satisfied) than nonuseW^•'Ay^^^^ found- that 50% of 

the respondents rated the ability of the center used to fulfill their 
chllds^needs as excellent, H7% rated the' center as good. In a study 
cpmparing satisfied and not satisfied , users of day oare centers. Handler 
e<nd Fredlund (1971) foUnd that satisfied -mothers placed more emphasis 
on their own needs ^han on the child's and hAd lower expectations of 
the center than non-satisfied mothers. " ^ 

Many studies- have 8hown_ the pupf erred form of child care to be care 
in the child's own home by -a, relative or babysitter/- Strand (1970) ' 
found that 61% oi= the respondents vould prefer 'their home if they could 
arrange for child care in any way th^^ished; 15% preferred a group ^ 
center. F(owe et . kl^ (1972)^found M5% 'would prefer care in the home while 
33% preferred a center. Smith and Herberg (1972) found that for rtiost ages 
of children, home cfere was preferred. However, for children three to five 
years' of age, center care was preferred. | 

Thompson cpmrnents on the "confusion of the m6ra8s of data" 
involving characteristics parentfi^onslder important in choosing a day 
care center (for a detailed revi^ of the literature, the reader is 
referred to Thompson (1975)). One recommendation is that it (should be a 

to choose a limited p^mber of ^eatuiM; relatively 

" ■ ' ' ' % 

representative of those used in previous Studies , and to present these 

items to subjects, with instructions to rank all alternatives in order 

of importitf^ce oT preference; A score for each subject on each featurt 



would be bbtalMd and these scores qoi^Id be- used for future secondary 



analyses . 



III. Interaction systemic leyel (refers to the interaction between 

/ . •* 

the fatnlly and day c^re systems.,: Parental involvement and the congruence 
of attitudes, expectations and perceptions between fSmi]^. and d»y care 
systems are variables frequently identified. 

Related literature: ,The level of congruence between the values , 
Attitudes, and expectations of the parents and the respective day care 
center staff is considered an important variable on this ' systemic level. 
Nevertheless, Thompson points out' that it is an igsue which has received 
much commentary and little research interest. Prescott, Milich and Jones 
(1972) assessed the attitudes toward wat^mth eLhd authority of both parents 
and staff ^. x According to a comparison of emotional climate in the home 
and center, about 25% of the children from warm homes' were placed in 
center^ated cold. . Slightly under 50% of the children from cold homes 
were placed in cold centers. 

^ Only ^ne study reviewed bfy Thompson assessed thus congruence between 
parent and staff. Handler and Fredlund (1971) compared the rankings of 
ilmportance of center, goals given by parents and their children's teachers, 
in addition parents were asked w^ich goal they thought the teacher 
stressed most. Satisfied users had higher perceived consensus than non- 
satisfied users. There was no -dlfferehce between satisfied and not sat^ 
is fl,,ed users Qn actual consensus, with actual consensus being quite low. 
Thpmpsop furthei?> points put that it is on the variables associated with " 
paretit participation in day care center activities that the different ^ 
positions on day care clash/' 



Jn utilizing tA systems^ api5i?oaoh aa a '(joncepfual frame of ref- 
, - . ' ' ' " . {' ■ . 

«p«noe, the research team was able, to identilfy a number of yariables 

necessary to assess 'the -interactions between famdly and day cal>e systems. . 

Standard demographic variables such as. age, iex, SES, education level/ 

etc^^jwere identified for both the family and day qare sygtems. ' Variables 

noted by Thompson (1975) as needing standardization and/or clarity yeS^ 

necessary for mean i^igful assessment on the interaction systemic level 

,-were also identified. Several variables ^.reflecting disciplinary int^srests 

; ■ ■ ' It'. • . ■ ^ ■ 

of particular team ,niembei?s and awarded importaijpe' included sex role per- 
ceptions of children's behavior, ethnic perceptions, questions geared at 
assessing communi<'-atiori petworks, and the development of a satisfaction 

.scale. Whenever possible variables on both the family and day care sys^^jinic 
levels were identified bejfore feoncerns on the interaction systemic level 
were dealt with> . 

Methodology "^.^ , 

Subjects ; . - ^ 

Due to the.naturfe of the topip at hand, three leyels of subjects 
were Identified: day care cehter, day cy staff, and families of' 
children enrolled in full-time da^ care programs. In order to statistic- 
ally accommodate hypotheses gtjnerated at the various systemic levels 
ia*nt:lfled, each lAvel of subjects received equal attention. This pro- 

cedure provides clearly, defined limitatlohs of generalizations from 

. '~ ■ ■■ ' - j , ■ ■ ■ ■. , ■ ■, 

an^lyais of data Extrapolated on eacft- systemic level, , s ^ x s . 



(: 

Enip,loylng the standard metropblit an statistical area (SMSA) of 
Lansing, Michigan as the geographical target area, 29 licensed, full 
. time day care centers were identified. . Three of the centers identiffed-- 

were not in operation during the project i^erim. Of the .26'1:enter8 i« 
-operation, one center did npt meet t:he requirements for a "day care . 
center" stipulated in the "Requirements fqr licensing and Recommended. 
Standards" disseminated by Michigan's Department of Social Services. 

Two centers refused to participate in the study. Reasons presented 
, for refusing to participate were (l) the Parent Board of one center felt 
that the questionnaires Used in this study were an- "invasion x>f privacy" 
■ ^ and (2) the owner of the second center ^as simply "not interfsted" ' in 
becoming involved with' the study! , . ' ' 

Jhe remaining 23 centers all agreed to participate in the study, 
and it was. determined (through examination of preliminary data) that 
the exclusion of the two centers refusing to participate would not 
affect the geheralizability of the data. It can be shown that the 
; characteristics of the eliminated centers could be found in the centers 
participating in the study. Further, when employing the classification 
scheme proposed by Me^ide (1971), the eliminated qenters did not affect 
representation of the typbs of cer^Jers delineated. Sine* the ci^cial " 
pbint involves representation of types of centers, the research team felt 
the t*^6*'^^ellminated ceijtters did not adversely affect the generallzabilitv 

\] .of the data to different types of centers, 

• ■ ■ ^ ' •. • ■ ■ . • ■ 

. All part and full-time staff members employed by participating day 

care centers were included in the sample . Staff members included those 
-.persons who workbd both directly or indirectly with the children enrolled. 



1 



Those -staff .pembers working directly ^ith^ the children Included directors, 
teachei^b and' teachers aids. Staff membe^rs working .indirectly with the 
children varied from cfenter to center, but generally, included secretaries 
cooks and maintenapce personnel. The research team felt Jthat -those staff 
members who did not work directly With the children had some effect on^ the 
Interaction both among staff members and between children and those staff 
members working directly with them. Observations made at Various day care 
centers revealed that this type of staff member was frequently involved 
In 'Significant inter.act^ons , despite the f^ct that the majority of studies^ 
involving day care staff exclude staff members who 'do not work directly 1 
with the children. For these reasons they were not oiiiitted from thfe sample 

Families with at lea^t one child -'enrolled and' active in participating 
day care centers were randomly sampled, with a sampling fraction of one to 
four (1/4).. -A stratified sample along racial, SES, and single/dual' parent 
-families was considered. However, the research" team rejected this pro^ 
oedure due to insufficient information relevant to those strata regarding 
the po|>ulation using full-time day^iare centers'. 

•The random sample of families was chosen. in the following manner: A 
list of children currently enrolled in each participating center was 
obtained from the "Director. Children were lised as the sampling, unit • 
instead of families for two majoi? reasons; many families have more than 
one child enrolled in a day care center and the family questionnaire 
was developed to ^be ajriswered in terms of one child. 



.When two children from the same family were chosen in the sample, ^the 
second child was eliminated and the next randomly selected alternate 
was used. This procedure prevented families from having to fill out 
two queationnaires. 



. ..Each child on the list was assigned > number," and the appropriate ' 
sample number^was selected utilizing ^"ta|ble of random number^. ' 
Further, an additional list of randomly selected ..alternatives was cqn- 
8tr.Mcted dn thfe 3ame fashion. Whenever a family refused, to participate 
in .the stuAy, the. next randomlV selected alteiinate was us^d. . Alternate '.' 
family ^refusals were' handled in the same way. 

. .. ' ' ■ ' • ' - ■ ■ 

Q^^^^^Qnn^^J^e' Development ; ' , ' . 

In order to handle the complex task of developing the /Instruments . ■ ' 
to be used, the research team utilised- the systems approach. First, 
-systemic -elements considered important were delineated at th^ individual, 
family, day care and interactive systemic , levels. Tw6 „sub;^eams were 
then formed to develop" questions pertaining to demographic and attitud^ 
ional variables. The findings of previous studies were considered 
Wgarding important variables, successful questionnaire administration, " 
and applicability for computerized data propessing. • ' 

Computer programs and routines relevant to the design and administration 
Of the questionnaires were identified- 'Available factor and- cluster 
analysis programs were further investigated to aid ^in the identification 
Of discriminating clusters of variables or dimensions pertinent to day 
care and family systems,' Discrimir^ant function analysis was employed in 
order to determine the variables in both systems which would provide the 
best mapping from^ one set of variables to the other . Careful attention 
vasdirected toward eliminating response bias and demand characteristics., 
from questionnaire items. 



The results of the research team's efforts are the three question-' 

" ' ' " •/ " ...... . . . 

nalras used in thia study: ^-rdlrector • s questldnnaire , a staff 
^ questionnaire, and a family, question^yfire ( see Appendix B ) . 

The 'director's questionnaire consisted of Jqilestions regarding tKe 
demographics of the center, e.g., cost per child per day", racial 
composition of children and staff, number of cihildren per staff member, 

>decisiop-making policies, etc. All the questions in this' questionnaire 

■ - . ■ ■ 

were developed by members of the research team, with the exception of 

question number nine. This question dealing with "areas of resppnsibil- 

ity" was developed by a reseai^ch team from Pennsylvania State University 

'■ (Green," et. al. , 1972:9). " ' 

* ■ ... 

While a l^rge number of questions were designed for both staff and ' 

■.f 

family questionnaires, each include questions specific to staff membet»s- 
employed in day care, centers and families with children' in day care 
programs. Questions specific to staff members include length of emp^tjy- , 
ment, position, day care -related training ^xperiences, children enrolled 
in day care programs, etc. Child care preference? household member, 
socio-economic status and type of transportation utilized are among the 
questions specific to the family questionnaire. These questions were , 
designed by the research team. v ' . 

Since one of the primary' interest areas involved differences 
between sti^ff and parents' values and perceptions, a number of attitud- 
lonal scales were Included in both staff and family questionnaires. Sex 
rple differentiation was selected as a major variable. Questions 
assessing values placed on sex role differences (items Ul-^3, in staff 

. ■ ■ ■ ' ' ■., . . ■ ' *' ■ .v.., ' • . ' ■ 

questlQnnairei items 69-71 in family questionnaire) were straight forward. 



Although many measures assessing sex >oles or sax role soci^aiizatlon / 
exist in the literature^, <^one s'eemed appropriate to' the purposes of' 
this study. It was thus necessary to construct such a^cale (items 38-UO 
in staff quest ionfailre; items 66-68 in famiijr questionnaire). The check 
list of frequenqy of stereotypic behaviors each for children, girls, 
and boys was developed as a less obtrusive measure than the dif^ect ,' con- 
fronting question, "How do children (girls, boys) act?". The frequency 
format seemed to -allow the' subject to respond to differenciek in behav- 
,ior where it was deemed appropriate < 

Two scales involving ethnic perceptions comprise a second set of 
questions included In both questionnaires. An ethnic value scale was 
included to measure beliefs in the importance of one's own and others 
ethnic values (items 5U-57 in staff questionnaire; items 7,^75 in' family 
questionnaire). The second scale is an ethnic perception scale designed ' 
to measure attitudes toward American Indians, Black" Americans , Oriental 
Americans, Spanish-speaking Americans and White Americans (items 58-62 
in staff questionnaire items 76-80 ' in family questionnaire ).. A semantic ' 
differential scale (see Osgood, et. al., 19S7) was chosen since it had 
been successfully used to measure racial perceptions (Morland and " Williams , 
1%9; Williams, 196U). All scales in this'section were chosen by the 
research team. 

fhevB are four other scales which are designed to compliment feach 
Other: a cqorientation scale, an interaction network, an- acaddmic' expect-. . 
ation scale, and a (satisfaction scale. The general orientation technique 
was selected because of its successful use in educational research in, " \ 



general ( se* Brookbver ,dt . ; al . , 1972),^ and. because it would enable^ the / 



/ \ 



research team to ascertain congruence In pa||its and staff perceptions 
of each other. Questions involving adadeirfic expectations* were taken from 
Bennett (.1974). This scale is expected to show if staffs and ^^arents' 
academic expectations of children Ife coiwruent. In order to measure 
congruence between staff and parent perce^^on of the respective day 
care center, a scale developed by the Pennsylvania State University Study 
(Meyers et. al. , 1972) on parents perception of day care quality were 
used in the family questionnaire (items T-l?) and modified to measure - ' 
staff perception (items 18-29). ^ ' / 

A small number of specific items- in both questionnaires should be 
'^noted. The work satisfaction scale' was developed by Cleo Cherryholmes 
(Items 18-37 in. staff questionnaire).^ This scale wap include^ because 
of its successful use in measuring teacher satisfaction with work.^ 
Items dealing with importance of assessing and choosing a day care center 
(items 29 and 30 in family questionnaire) were developed by the research 
team. ' * 

Prior to administration of the questionnaires to actual subjects," 
team members conducted practice administrations for feedback on item 

''■J ^ ■ 

clarity, ease of administration and assessment of time constiSaints . 
In addition feedback was" solicited from a number of faculty and day care 
professionals. All materials were approved by the University Committee . ■ 
on Research Involving Human*^ Subjects (UCRJHS). v . 



'permission to u&e this scale was obtained by personaa communication 
with Dr. C. Cherryholmes, Department of Political Science, Michigan 
State University. . % 

' - ■ ■■.*■■■*' 

Personal communication,. Dr. W. B. Brookov^r, Department of Sociology ' 
Michigan St Ate University. . ' 



/ 

/ 
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* Upon moeting the respondents for the first time, the interviewer 
; presented a letter of introduction (See letter ih^ Appendlx.vA) ahd 
asked the respondentia to read and ^ sign the Subject Consent Form 
(s?e Appendix A), ^ 

During the interview, respondents were a^sked not t* consult with, 
any member of the family while completing the questionnaire. The 
interviewer reifi^ined in the presence of the respondent (s) in order to 
answer all questions and to administer items 29 ^nd 30. -When the " 
questionnaire had been completed, detailed questions about the study 
were answered, and the respondent(s ) was given a check covering the $5 
reimbursement fee. - 
The interviewer then left to record the responses for items 29 
and 30 (see Coding Sheet for Items 29 and 30, Appendix A). (Cards for 
these items were shuffled after each interview. ) ^fter recording the 
day care center number and subject number, completed questionnaires 
were turned in for random assignment to teaTli members. Team members 
then coded and punched the data on IBM cards. More often then not, 
team members did not code andp^nph questionnaires they had administered v 

The procedures outlined above for family contact Here followed for 
all participating centers, with the exception of ■ the Head Start centers. 
Since the "families enrollld In these centers wet'e' primarily families 
referred by Protect iv.» Services, a special procedure -was followed at 
the bequest, of the Administrative Directors of these centers 'and Protect 
Services. For these centers » the .children's Initials were randomly 
sampled and given to the Administrators. They in turn identified the 
families thus selected, and these families were visited by the center's 



Social Worker. .Those familleis "agreeing to participate were then 

• •' - ■ f-f .. . ^ . , « . . ^^1^ .... .... - v 

^contaqted by team membera , ••and, an Interview was scheduled. Procedures ' 

/ followed after cor^tact were the satp6 as those stipulated above. 

■ , . ^ ■•■ ^ , ■ , 

\ ■ .P^^oce^ure : Initd,a"lly', meetings between Directors of day okrA 
■cosYiters participating in the' study and meihbers of the research tearti ' 
were scheduled*. During these meetings , the purposes and' procedures ,, 
.involved were fully explained. When necessary, a team representative 
attended Board of Directors and /or Parent Board meetings for further 
; ' clarification and approval. Once approval had 'been granted. Directors 
were issued letters for dissemination to all parents whose children j 
were enrolled in day care center. This letter of introduction 

(See Lettey #1, Appendix A) described the study, and informed parents 
. of the possibility that fl^ey .would be include4 in the study. After the 
letters were disseminated to all paj^ents, the Director scheduled a time 
period when team members could visit the center and administer the 
director and staff questionnaires. At that point in time, a letter of 
introduction to day care center personnel (see Letter if?^ Appendix A) 
was distributed tl^rbugh the D.irector of the center. ^ 

^ '■ ■ • ■ . ... ^ ■ 

Each scheduled center/was assigned to a subgroup of team members , 

headed by a Subgroup Coordinator (SC). The SC's, responsibility included 

sampling o'f J^milies enrolled in the center's prog^^m, ±he collection 

of printed ma'^j^'ials available (see SC's list of Pri|nted Materials, 

Appendix A), the%dministrat ion of the director and staff questionnaires 

to the DiMctor, and the coordination of the staff qu^estid^jnaires , 

■ ' ■ ■ > I'" ■ ■■ . , " . ' 

administered by the subgroup members to all other staff members. A 

' de-finition list was provided (see Interviewer's Definition List, - 



Appendix A) -to handle anttfclpated problems ot clarity. Prior 
vto administration of atl questionnaires , each -respondent was required ' 
to sign, a consent form (see/Subjeqt Consent Forip, vAppendix A). 

When all available day care center personnel had been interviewed, 
t:b# SC addressed letters to families randomly selected (see Letter #3, 
Appendix A). The letter proy'ided a more detailed explanation of the 
procedures involved (purposes and proce(jures of the study, length of , 
interview, reimbursement fees, etc), and was disseminated by the Dlrecto 

of the center. ^ ■ ■ . . ^ 

■ '. ^ ' . . ' ■ 

Care was taken to insure that a requisite minimum number of staff 

> members^knew the. names of the children selected. Further additional 

questionnaires were left with the Director for staff members who were 

not available (illness, vacation , etc. ) , and arrangements were made 

for the completed questionnaires to be picked up at a later date. 

After the selected parents received their letters, tl^y were contact 

by the SC in charge of the respective d^y care. center\ - Further points 

of clarification were provided when necessary, and an interview was 

scheduled. In'^ssigning scheduled interviews to team members factors 

tak^n into 'consideration included the sex of the team member and 

. * ■ . * ■ ' 

,respondent(s), geographical proximity, whether tHe^ family was "a single- 
parent or dual- parent family, and the re sponednt's comprehension of the 
English language. Team members then contacted assigned respondents to 
confirm the time scheduled by ^he SC. 




Results ^ ' 

^ Standat>d statistical summaries for eabh Item In each of the three 
questionnalrea is pres^»nted in Appendix B. When appropriate, total numbfer 
of responses per item, total number of responses checked for each possible 
response, ineans, standard deviations, and number of missing responses 
are noted. A general summary of selected items will be .presente'S for each - iv 
qi^stionnaire followed by the results of analyses computed on selected ' 
^sub-sets of items. Since only a portion of eacli questionnaire will be 

reviewed In this report, the reader is advised to review eacH of the questlon- 
1^;i^air<fb contained in Appendix B. 



Descriptive Analysis ' 
A Dire ctor's Questionnaire was completed for all of the, day care ; 
> Vt"'"''^ ^'^^''^ P^ticlpated in the study (n=23), with 65% of the centers 
.>^!antlfied as a corporation not forprofit, 32% proprietory^noi f<^r ^^^^^ 



„ ^W^oration for profit, and 4% pyprietory for profit.' Of these centers, > 
39% . have been 4n operation W to three years and f our ;to six ^ears each? " 
''^.^^he' remaining centers yaVied from under one year to over 20 years. • , 
3ft* 6f the centers m^et state licensing requirements and 6i% of the centers 

S' ■ ^ ■ -ft ' ■ ■ . ' r ' ' ' 

gee^^bdth state and ^l^ederal licensing req From a variety of ' 

ra<»nti^clei8 soui^ces -of funding, 91% of the centers. stipulated parent tuition 
' V- -vS * service reimbursements ^s the two majc^ soUr^es of funding. 

, r V'^ ' ' vl!^ penteirs have a, Board of Directors and 23% do not . In contrast, 
'HiwH^^*'^^^^ Advisory Con»Tilttees while .55% do not .'> Parents of children 
' ■ ^^l^^"^^^^ ^^'^^^^ = 6.59; s.d.:= 7.27) and pommunitjr rep^serttatives 

" V^|f^""'i^/?W^-<1- = 3.7U) are most frequently represented on boards ' 



of dlrootors vhlle for advisory oommltteei, -the- largest numbers of inembeVs 
are parents (m . 9.33; s,d. - B.H9) and otW staff members of the center 
(tn^= 3.0; s.d. = .1.15). ■■ ' •• 

Table 1 shows the mean numbers 6^ full- and part-time staff members . 
Table 2 presents the mean numbers of paid and volunteer staff members of - 
.'the centers identified by race. Full-time paid teachers, part-time teachers 
aids ^nd part-time voluntf»e^s ' are the most frequently utilized cateRories" 
t>f staff members. Of the minority groups identified. Blacks seem to be 
most frequently hired. In considering only paid personnel the average 
staff -child ratio is 1/6 (M = 5 .91 ; s , d . = 1 . 59 ) . 

served by the center^ 42% of the directors 

^ stipulated their centers as serving mostly^ children of professional and 

• ■ ■ / ■ ' ' . ■■ . ■ 

white collar workers, 32% as serving mostly children from families receiving 

public assistance, 11% as serving mostly children of, factory of other blue 

c6llar< workers,, and 11% as serving only children from families receiving 

public assistance. Only one center was identifie'd as serving only children 

of professional and white collar workers. Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C show the 

mean numbers of children presently enrolled and enrolled during the 1974-75 

school year according to sex, and the mean numbers of children presently 

enrolled according to race . Table ^ contains the mean numbers of full-"^ 

and part-time children currently enrolled according to age group. 

As (depicted in Tables 3A and 3B, day care centerS^ndergo a significant 

; ■ ■ : ' .'' "-J. ' ■ ■ . ■. ■ 

reduction of enrollment during the summer. Table 3C shows that white 

Chi Idt^en" are most '«^f ten represented in center enrollment , with 'black childrefi 
. ■ . , « ■ ■ ■ '• , ; . . 

being the most frequently represented minority' group. Table 4 Indicates 

nhat the largest*^iSimber 6f currently enrolled children fall In the over three 
but und^ five age range. . 



TABLE 1 

MEAN NUMBER OF FULL- AMD 
PART-TIME STAFF MEMBERS 



TEACHERS 
' (PAID) 

a» . , — ^ 

FulJb-time : . 
3.24^ 

Part-time : 

,1.U8 



TEACHER'S AIDS 
(PAID) 



1.60 



2.57 



VOLUNTEERS 

■ ■■ J 



.35 



2.U5 



■' \ 



Note: Number of Centerd = 23 




30 



TABLE 2 

MEAN NUMBER OF PAID AND VOLUNTEER 
STAFF MEMBER^ .IDENTIFIED BY RACE 



-2H B- 



American- Indian 
Black 

Oriental-American 

Spanish ' Surn ame . 

i . — 

White 



Other 



PAID 

0 

1.86 
.19 
.61 

7.09 



.: 05^ 



VOLUNTEER 

,1 \; 

- 0 

4 

.10 
0 

.05, , 
•1.90 

0 . 



NOTE: Number of Centers * ?3 



r 




. . .. ...TABLE. ;3A 

A 

MEAN NUHBER OF CHILDREN PRESENTLY 
ENRdLLED^ (JUND- SEPTEMBER) 
. ACtORDiNQ TO SEX* 



GIRLS 



BOYS 



TOTAL 



19% 39 



23.17 ' 



TABLE 3B . 

MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN ENROLLED 
DURING THE 197H^75 SCHOOL YEAR 
(SEPTEMBER- JUNE) ACCORDING TO SEX** 



GIRLS 



BOYS 



TOTAL 



35.56 



^ 35.33 



72.90 



TABLE 3C 

MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN PRESENTLY 
/ENROLLED ACCORDING TO RACE*** 



AMERICAN 
' INDIAN . 

.60 



JtLACK 



m.7U 



ORIEI^TAL- 
AMERICAN 

" 1.77 



SPANISH 
SURNAME 

3.95 



WHITE 

7 

33.55 



Hunger of Centers « 23 
Miisiber of Centers « 20 
ir of Centers * 23 



TABLE U 

MtAN NUMBER OF FULL- AND PART-TIME CHILDREN 
CURRENTLY ENROLLED ACCORDING TO AGfE GROUP 



'/ ^ AGE GROUP 
Under 3 yrs, 
Over 9 but Under 'f yi?s. 
Over > but Under 5 yrs 
Over S Uut Under 6 yrs. 
6 jrrs. or Over 



FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


3.7t| 


• 1.05 


9.65 


2.05 


10. 


2,05 


6.23 


1.55 




.15 



NOTE: Number of' Centers - 23 



For the $t9ff Questionnaire, all staff members worklpg during the summer 
, months participated m the 8tudy» I.e. th^^re were no refusals (N-236). 

85% of participating day care staff wei^ females and 15% were males . Of trte 
staff members working during summer moii<hs,/^2% were Identified as paid 
personnel .With, 8%. being volunteer workers. 30% of the staff indicated 
that they had children of their own, while 70% Indicated they did not. 
Tables 5A, 5B, and 5C show percentages of staff members according to race, 
age, and highest education level completed.' Tables 6A and 6B contain ' 
percentages of staff , members according to day care - related experiences 
prior to employment at their present center and length if employment at 
present center. . » 

The highest percentage of staff members are White, with Blacks, again 
being the most frequently represented minority group. More than half of 
the staff members interviewed, fall in, the 18-25 age range , with the second 
largest gJS?up being 26-3^. According to Table 5C, staff members had 
achieved comparatively high levels of education, with ^2 .67% ^ving acquired ' 
four or more years of college. Along with. a comparatively high level of 
education, Table 6A shows that most staff members had alst) acquired day care - 
related experiences prior to employment at their prespnt center.^ Only 
18.61% of the staff members Interviewed indicated they had no such experience. 
Table 68 indicates that slightly half of the staff members (»+8.72%) haye been 
working at their present dare care' center for lesfe than one year. The 
next highest group of staff members (m.*.88%) have been working at their 
affiliated centers for one to tHree years. \ . ^ 

/ ' , . ■ ■ • 

As previously noted, respondents " fqr the Family Questionnaire were 
randomly sampled, employing a sampling faction of 1/4. Table 7 A presents 



TABLE 5 A 

PERCENTAGE OF STAFF MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO RACE* 



AMERICAN 
INDIAN 

1.71 



BLACK 



16 . 67 



SPANISH 
SURNAME 

2 . 99 



ORIENTAL- 
AMERICAN 

.U3 



WHITE 



7^,6»l 



OTHER 



2.56 



* N = 23H 



, TABLE 

PERCENTAGE OF STAFF MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO AGE* 



UNDER 
18 

* 

5.65 



18-25 



57.39 



26-31 



23 . 91' 



35-4U 



6.09 



15-51 



5,22 



55 AND 
OVER 

1.71 



. * N a230 



TABLE 5C 

PERCENTAGE OF STAFF MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO EDUCATION LEVEL COMPLETED* 



LESS THAN 
12 YRS. 

9 .18 



HIGH SCHOOL 
DIPLOMA/EQUIVALENT 

' 21.12 



1-3 YRS. 
COLLEGE 

26.72 . 



1 OR MORE 
YRS. COLLEQE 

12 . 67 - 



* N 



232 



Mr 



TABLE 6A 



PERCENTAGE OF STAFF MEMBERS 
\ . ACCORDING TO DAY CARE-RELATED 

.\ EypERIENCEg PRIOR TO EMPLOYMENT 

! AT PRESENT CENTER* 



' PREVIOUS 1 STAFF ' RELATED VOLUNTEER 

- JOB . TRAINING CLA SSES EXPERIENCE OTHER NONE 

'♦S.O? 23.81 U7.19 39.83 24 . 2U 18.61 

* N « 231 - . 



TABLE 6B 

PERCENTAGE OF STAFF MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT 
. AT PRESENT CENTER* 



UNDER • OVER 

J- y^AR 1-3 U-6 7-iO 11-15 16-20 • 20 

»»8.72 • m.88 6.8U 1.71 .1+3 0 .43 

* N = 23U ' . 



228 



, TABLE 7A 

PERCENTAGJE SUMMARIES OF 
"RANDOMLY SAMPLED FAMILIES'^ 



- /"UNABLE TO 

REFUSALS VACATION CQUTACT ALTERNATES 

1^.6^ , 2.19 loUe - 29.82 



TABLE 7B 

PERCENTAGE SUMM/^RIgS OF 
SAMPLED AND ALTERNATE FAMILIES* 



REFUSALS VACATION CONTACT 



UNABLE TO ALTERNATES 



USED 



9.46 1.69 8.45 



•22.97 



NON-CONTACTED CONTACTED 
NO PHONES NO PHONES ;^0 PHONES 



6.76^ 2.70 



60.0 



percentage summaries of the families randomly sampled initially from each 
center. Table 7B containi5 percentage summaries of the final sample of 
families at the end of the. project interim.- Initially, about 17% of the 
sampled families refused to j^artlcipate . Reasons for refusals.- varied and 
there>were no discernable patterns for refusals'. Of the sample selected, 
apprdkimately 30% were alternate families who were also sampled randomly. 
.Of the fina.i sampM rapdomly selected, only 9. '46% refused'to participate 
in the study (again vith no discernable pattern of refusal) and approximately 
23% of the alternate families were included in the final sample .60% 
of those families without phones were contacted and included in the study.' 

Accordingly, 35.4 family respondents wer^ interviewed, with 39% males 
and 61% females. Tables 8A, 8B, and 8C contain percentages of family 
respondents according to race, age, and education level completed. 
Approximately 75% 'of the, respondents were White, wi^h Blacks again being' 
the- most represented minority group (m'^). The majority of family respondents 
(60.63%) fall Htn the 26-34 age -t^ange with the next highest group being 
18x25 (21.84%). M)out 36% of jthe respondents have acquired four or more 
years of college, ^th 31.79% having had one to three years of collfege . 

Tables 9A, 9B, and 9C illustrate percentages, of family respondents 
according to marital statiis, distance of center from the home, and distance • 
of center from the respondent's job. The majority of faniily respondents ' 

are inarried (72,6%), with the next highest category being respondents who 

' . ■ 

are divorced i 13 . 84%) . Approximately 27.4% of the respondents would ^. 

' ■ ■ / - . ■ ■ s . 

be classified as non-married. About half of the respondents indicated that 

■ ■ ... ■ ■ ' ■ . ■ / . 

the distance of the day care center from the home was one to five miles\ 
Equal nv^mbers of Respondents (approximately 17%) indicated that the distance 



TABLE 8A 



PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO RACE* ' 



i.. 



•26 A- 



AMERICAN 
INDIAN 

1.98^ 



BLACK 



SPANISH 
SURNAME 

3.12 



ORIENTAL- 
AMERICAN 

3.97 



WHITE 



75.07 



OTHER 



1.70 



* N = 353 



TABLE 'SB 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO AGE»^ 



UNDER 
18 

0 ^ 



18-25 



21.84 



26-3tf 



60.63 



35-44 



m.37 



'55 Al^D 
< jQVER 



2.30' 



.86 



* N = 348' 



y 



LESS THAN 
12 YRS. 

6.65 



! TABLE 8Cv ' 

PERCENTAGE- OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO EDUCATION LEVJEL COMPLETED** 



: HIGH SCHOOL . 
DIPLOMA/EQUIVALENT 

:?5.14 



1-3 YRS 
^ COLLEGE 

■ .r " 

'31.79 



4 OR MORE 
YRS. COLLEGE , ^ 

' 36.42 



* N - 346 



:J9. 



.0- 



TABLE 9A 

^ERCfJNTAGE OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO MARITAL STATUS* 



SINGLE 



5.37 



MARRIED 



72.60 



SEPARATED'^ DIVORCED 



7.06 



13.8»4 



WIDOWED 
1.13 



35U 



<i» TABLE 9B 

•PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTANCE OF- CENTER 
FROM THE HOME* 



o 



5 BLOCKS 
OR LESS 

17 .'00 . 



OVER 5 BLOCKS 
BUT UNDER 1 .MILE 

'I 

15.30 



1-5 MILES 



U9.86 



OVER 5 
MILES 

17. 56 



352 



TABLE 9C 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTANCE QF CENTER 
. FROM RESPONDENT'S JOB* 



.5 BLOCKS 
OR LESS . •< 



OVER 5 BL0CK5 
BUT UNDER 1 MILE 



1-5 MILES 



OVER 5 
MILES 



7.07 



' 9.65 



50 MQ 



" 32.80 



: was five blocks or less and over five miles'. Half of the respondents 
^ (SOAB%) iodlGated that the distance ^f the day care center from t^eir job 
was from one to five miles;, with the next highest grogp. of^ respondentsi 
(32.8%) stipulating the distance from their job- to be over five miles. ^"^Z / 

When asked, which one of nine kinds of child care^ respondents would \ 
prefer, 73 . 43% chos| th^e present day care center. The. next highest gfi>up 
, (5,71%) chose, family member caring for the child in the hAe . Approximately 
19.42% chose those kinds of child care ^hich did not involve day care centers 
» When asked^which type of child care had\een utilized prior to enrollment in 
.the present day care center, 33.33% had utilized a sitter caring for their 
child in the sitter's -home, while 31.64% had a relative o^ friend caring for 
. their child .in the relative's or friend's home. Only 17.51% indicated that' 

another day care cente^ had been used and 19.49% indicated that they had. 
. taken care of the child themselves. In addition to using the present day ' 
care center, 40.91% indicated they used a sitter <caring for tfie child ip 
the respondents home, with 36.93% using a relative or friend caring for the ^ ' 
- child outs\de of the child's home,. 20.74% stated that they also use a 

family member caring for the child at home ^while 17 .33%" indicated 4hey do 
_^ ndt use any other type of child care other thrn th^M^nt day care center,. 
. . : The average number of hours per week childreri attend the day care 

Center is 30.11,s.d.=. 14.17. Approximately 20% of thJ children in our . 
^ sample attend'' their present day care center 40 hours or mor§ per week. \ \, 
. The mean number of ^months the children have been attending 4eir present - 
\| ■ tSay care center is U.68,. s.d. . 10 . 85^Abput, 37% of the respondents , . 
^ ' have been •utilizing their presenTd^ care- center for more than one yeat ^ 



''^r"' ^ntqypretl ve Analysis 



«iigp^>Pondent*%«re asked, to r^nk two sets .of day care center 



features^ (»^||e,.vU^^ Sheet fQ^ Items~29 aM 30, Appendix A), 

one set ''iTi^^^O th^h* thi^s that are :n.ost important^ to your being 
sati.ned ar^^l^t'^ t|tenv|^^ and 'the second set "in order of importance" 
to you in choos4^day.c«^enter" (Item 30).^ The ^.pst important feature 
was assigned. a.:^^;^ oW t^e second, most . Important a value of two, and 
so forth. : ' ^S^^,-'^ ' ^ ) ' . ■ • ■ 

, ' '^^^^ illus.tW- .the ^-ts ..-of three sits of analyses for Item -29 : 
overall /those respond^|^s do nc>15 pay ^anything for day care services, 

^Tid those t^espondents wh^W Part - c^^^^C^ of the service expenses . ^ 
While those features that ^ si^if^cari^ly important and not important 



. are incli|(ded in both the 
important and Parent's I^^&|e on Ow^^Child's Needs was significantly n^t 



oups, Discipline was significantly. 



important for the "no >ayl*~<gr(!)up only . . >1 

■ • ■ ■. \-- ''^ ■. ■ . ^ 

Table 11 contairis the resMlts of the 'same three sets of analyses for 

Item 30 . The differences revealed between the three groups show that - ^ ' 

Hours Op^n and Location are significantly important for the "pay" 

group only, and Physical facilities , while rtpt appearing in either df the 

othef two groups, is significantly no,t "important for the "no ^ay" group 

Tiible 12 illustrates sex differences within and between the three - ' , 
groups for Item 29 . Males rated Staff Warmth ■ Toward cKild signif ipantly leJs 
important than female in all three groups . ^Sn the ; "ho -pay" group, maljes rated 
Staff Competence significantly leSs impor|:ant, wh^il^ for^femal^ in this' 
^rpi| Parent ♦s^nflue|:e on ^Program Policy was -a^ significantly le^s 'ImportaTJt . 



I 



TABLE iO i 

ITEM 29 ^ANALYSIS OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS* 
" .RANKING OF DAY CARE ofeNTER CHARACTERISTICS 
RELATED TO .SATISFACTION . , 

, Kolmogorov-Smirnov One- Sample T<j8t* 



OVERALL 



Important t 

(65) Dependability 

(70) Staff warmth toward child 

(7d) &taff competence 

(72) Teaching new things 



NO PAy 

(65) ■ 
*(66/ Discipline 
(70) 

(72) > 



PAY 



(65) 
(70) 
(71) 
(72) 



Not important: 

(62) Chance to take part in program 

(63) Convenience 

(6U) Cost ; V' 

(67) Health services 

(69) Parent's influence on program 
"policy ; 



N=35*l 
* D>.072, £<.05 



(62) V 
(64) 



<62) 

*(63)COnvenience 



*(68) Parent's influence , (6tf) 
on own child's needs 

. (^9> *(67)Health 



services. 



(69) 



N=62 

* D>.1727, ^5.05 



N=292 
* D>.0796, £^05 



TABLE 11 



ITEM 30 ANALYSIS OF FAMILY RESPONDENTS' 
RANKING OF DAY CARE CENTER CHARACTERISTICS 
IMPORTANT IN CHOOSING A DAY CAR CENTER ' 



OVERAli 



Kolmogorov-Smlrnov One- Sample Test* 



NO PAY, 



Irqportant : . - ' / 

(75) Chances to be with othet> children (75) 

(76) Close supervision and safety (76) 

(77) Competent staff (77) 

(80) Education ' (qq) 

( 81 ) Hours open 

(82) Location 



Not important : 

i7^) Parental involvemant 

(78) Cost 

(83) special services 

(86) Transportation provided 




PAY 

(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(80) 

*(81) Hours open 
*(82) Location" 



. (7'+) 

(78) (78) 

<83) ■ (83) , 

*(85) Physical facilities' (66) - 
(86) 



Ni35U 



*D>.072,.£< .05 



N=62 

*D>.1727, £< .05 



N=292 ^' ■ 

*D>.0796, £< .05 



TABLE 12 

SEX DIFFERENCES Iff ITEM 29 ANALYSIS 



-28 C- 



OVERALL 



Mann- Whitney U Test* 
.NO PAY 



<70) Staff warmth toward child 
Males » less important 
(U«11972.5) 

(72) Teaching new things 

Females, less important 
(UC12681) 



Males : N=13M, 
Females: N=2*l6 



Level of significance: p < .05 



(76) fiU=166..5) 



PAY 

(70) (u-Biau) 



1 u 

*(7l) Stjaff competence *(72) (U=9002) 
Males , less important 
(U4l87) 

*( 69) Parent's influence on 
.proKram policy 
Females, less' important 
(U=i70.5). . , 



Males : 
Females 



kll 
N=51 



Males : "n-123 
Females : N=l65 



feature. Teaching H<i>w Things was a significantly leas important feature 
for femJiles in the "pay" ^roup only^ ■ ' 

Table 13 reveals sex differences on those features ranked in order ' 
of- import^ince in choosing a da^ care center. .Males ranked Nutritional 
Program" significantly less "inipc^rtant, for both the "overall" and "pay" 
groups. Education Was ranked significantly less Important by females in 
.^both the "overall" and "no" pay- grbu'ps, while Location was significantly ' less 
. important for females in the "p^y- group on.ly : Males in the "pay" group 
onlV ranked 'Discipline signii^icantly less .important. 

Table 14 contains the estimated cell means of differences between 
girl . boy sex role items. A two-way analysis of variance reveals that 
males percei^^e more differences than females (F (1,463) = 3.9698, p<.05). 
No interactions were significant. 

Table 15 reveals the results of a two-way analysis of variance on 
satisfaction scores." Whil^ no interactions^ were significant, results show 
that Foreign-Born and Spanish respondents are less satisfied than Blacks and 
Whites (F (3,272) 4.408, p<,005), v 

\ Table 16 Illustrates the correlation of selected communication and ' 
perception items 'for family and staff respondents . A number of items were 
significantly correlfjted for both family and staff members. 



TABLE 13 

SEX DIFFERENCES IN ITEM 30 ANALYSIS 



overAll 



"Mnnn-Whltney U Test* 

NO PAY 



(8U) Nutritional program 
Males , less important 
/(U=11519) / 

(86) Tranaportat ion provided 
Males, less important . 
(U=»12138.5) r 

(78) Cost / 

Females , less important 
(U=r2150.5) 



(80) Education - , 

Females » less important 
(U=127fl2.5) / 

(85) Physical facilitfLes 

Females , less im|3ortant 
(U=12597.5) 



PAY 



*(81) Hours open *(8tf) Nutritional 

Males , l^ss important program 



(U=180.5) 

*(80) Education 

Females / less 

important 

(U=192.5) 



^ Males, less 
s important 
y (U=8278.5) 

*(79) Discipline 

Males, less ' 
important 

^ (U=8807 ) ■ 

*(82) Location 

Females , ■ ' .j 
less 

important 
(U=8806) 



Males : Nfl^U 
Females: N=216 



Males: N=ll 
Females: N=51 



Males: N=123 
Fema^les: N=165 



Level of significance; p < ,05 



•V- 



TABLE m 



ESTIMATED CELL MEANS OF DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN GIRL-I30Y SEX RQLE ITEMS . 



-29 -D- 





FEMALE 


MALE 


< 


FAMILY 


M = 11 M 


M = 13.0 


M = 12.2 




N F 103 


N = 10'4 


N = 207 , 


STAFF 


m"= 11.6 


M = 13.2 

r 


n 1 /: . M 




N 158 


N = 22 


N - 180 




'''M = 11.5 
N = 3U1 


'^M = 13.1 
N - 126 , 

%: 


\ 


NO, INTERACTIONS WERE SIGNIFICANT ... 




*F(1,U63) = 


3.9698, p<.OS 






NOTE : THE 


HIGHER THE MEAN, THE 


GREATER THE PERCEIVED 

\ 


DIFFERENCES . 




■ i 



-29 T:- 



TABLE 15 

OBSERVED MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES 
' WITH DAY CARE CEl^TER BY ' 
RACE AND SEX^ 



MALE 



FEMALE 



BLACK 



FOREIGN -BORN 



SPANISH 



WHITE 



M =21.8 
N = 12 


M = 28.7 
N s 27 


M = 28.5 ' 
' N ^ 3 - . 


M = 23.9 


M = 22.2, 

N = 2' • 


, M ^ 27. M 


M = pj.3 
N = 85 


M rz 21.6 
N = 138 


M =-23.9 ^ . M = 22.1 , 
N = 102 ' , N = 179' 

♦ * - 



NO INTERACTIONS WERE SIGNIFICANT 

*FOREIGN-BORN AND SPANISH > BLACK AND WHITE 
F(3,272) = 14.408, p^<.005 

•^LOW NUMBERS ARE MOST SATISFIED 



'^M 
N 

Am 
N' 

N 



22.1 
39 , 
27.7 
13 

26.3 
6 

22.5 
2?3 



lERJO 



49 



TABLE 16 



'FAMILY AND STAFF CORRELATIONS 
. OF SELECTED .COMMUNICATION 
/ AND PERCEPTION ITEMS 



(1) COMMUNICATION 
REGARDING 
CHILDS GROWTH ... 


(1) ■ 


(2) 




/ ii \ 




(6) 










+ .26'^ 


-.06 


(2) COMMUNICATION 
( REGARDING 
DAY CARE CENTER 






-.21^ 


-.25'^ 


-.15'^ 


- , 38'^ 


1 - 

(3) PERCEIVED. PARENTAL 
INVOLVEMENT 


+ .23>'* . 


+ ."23'^ 






\ 




CO PARENT'S INFLUENCE. 
IN GAINING ATTENT.. 
FOR CHILD . ' 




+ .18'^ 




■ > 


V 




(5') PARENT.' g PERGEIVED 
INFLUENCE ON PROG.' 
POLICIES 

■ r ■ _ » ' 


+ .29>'' 


-.2§»V , 




e 




v 1 


(6) PERCEPTION OF 
WARMTH TOWARD 
CHILD r 


-.06 


".02 




• - I 

\ 




« ■> j 
f 1 





NOTE: RESPONSES FOR FAMILY RESPONDENTS (N=3M2) ARE ABOVE THE DIAGONAL WHILE RES PONS EG • 
FOR STAFF RESPONDENTS (N=236) ARE BELOW THE DIAGONAL. ' ^ ' 



' ' " -30-. 

A number of general cominents are warranted with regard to the data 

generated by the resea1^>ch team. With their children spending an average ^ 

of 30 hours per week in day care center programs, there is some indi- 

J ■ 

cation that families have'" preferelfria.Uy incorporated day care systems as a 
part of their every day lives. However, the extent and nature of this 
incorporation is lirniUed according to characteristics of day care centers 
deemed important by the parents.'' These, in turn define the role of 
the day care center in- relation to the family a^stem.' . That a relatively 

higher proportion of family reSpondents'-(73%) preferred the present day 

■ '•' r " ■ 

care center as their choice of child care than was.^reported in previous 
■research' literature is interpreted as a reflection of the growing 
acceptance of institutionalized child care amongst those families who 
utilize day care centers. It appears as though- the 'academic argument 
over whether or not institutionalized day care is a viable alternative 
has become a moo): point. 

However, the results can.be used to qpiranent on the ominous warnings 
frequently presented by those professionals concerned with the conse«- ^ 
^^^"^^^ institutionalized d.ay. care. Such "warnings" must be assessed 
'^on the interaction systemic level , -and are inappropriate concerns for * ' 
.assessment of the family system only without .simultaneous inclusion of 
the day care ay^tem, or vice versa. The argument surrounding the pro-- 
ffescionalization of the parenting role provides an illustrative example. 
Advocates of .this perspective argue that institutionalized 'day care 'will 



generate high professional standards for the parenting role to the t 
-^xt^nt that parents will feel alienated and infet^ior in roles previously 

.• :. ■ . ' .... • .•■ . \' .. ■ • ■ ' . . • . 



limited to the family unit. , , 

When the primary focal point "is the. day care syst.em, the 'data ' 
generated 'in this study appeals to substanti^ate a trend towards higher 
.. professional standards of day care center staff members. For the rflost 
part, the staff members Included in this Study have had a substantial 
background of day care related' experiences and are better educated 
than the' parents utilizing the day care, ce^n'ters. A large majority of 
the staff members are younger females without children of their own, , 
leading to 'the possible inference that skills as care-givers stems'not 
from direct experience of a "parenting" role (as in the /amily^unit ) , 
rather from systematic academic experience. These observations could 
be used to substeintiate concerns about the consequences of profes-sional- 
ized "parenting" roles for parents who use institutionaliz.,ed' day care. 

Such concerns, along these lines, using the data presented regarding 

/ ' ^ 

the staff ^ members of day care centers, reflects a shift from' the day 
care systemic level to the interaction systemic level. -This* t^pe of 

: i • , " , ■ ' • ■ \" 

systemic/ level shift in which observations are made on one systemic' " 
level in di^Ser to substantiate conclusions made on another systemic 
level should b6 carefully scrutinized. While a trend towards professional 
ization of day care staff members is substantiated by the results at- hand ^ 
there, does not appear to be a corresponding adverse reaction :from 

/ ' ■ ■■ ■ ■ ' ' '"; ■. ■■ . ♦ 

parents utilizing institutionalized day. care. Clues as to why such a 

... ■ - ■ 

reaction is not in operation may be found in those feature's of day care 

centers that parents deem important to their satisfaction with the center 

th«y utilize and those features considered in choosing a day care center. 



' As ^^vlously state<^, these ohosen features seem to define the 
role of the d^y care center in' relation to the family system. , ' 

Consistently, parent-s rank staff competence and ability to te^ch -new 
things, both ..indicators of professional standards, as* being import ant 
features to. be considered. In contrast, a ch^ce to take part in the 
denter's program, D'arent's influence on program policy and ,parenti!\,lv, 
involvement we?:e features consistently ranked as unirtiportant to 
satisfaction and c^.ho,;ice of day care center. While experts .concerned 
with the profess:j^onallzation of the "parenting" role may interpret 
these results to indicate tfiat" pare.^ts feel ineffective and inadeqUatt*, 
m their roles as care givers, an alternative Interpretation ' calls"' " 
attention to the limits of the day care center imposed by the parents 
m relation to the Family System. 

It should be rioted however that differences do' exist as to the - 
defined role .of the day care center in delation to thW family system. 
In general, institoitionalized ..day care is, not viewed an -extension ' 
of the family system. It is only on certain characteristics deemed * 
importatit by particular sub-groups t}\at this extension principle seems 
appropriate. Economic considerations and sex differences further, 
substantiates,, this point. For example, single female-headed house- ' ' 

■ ' \ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ - V • . . <■ ■ • 

holds receiving some\form of financial assistance seem to attribute ' 

•! \ *~ rt-.. - • • ■ 

the^i^qle^ Of discip;inai>idn to the day care c<^nter. On the ot'lier hand; 
n^ales iq ^he 'Jpay" group\ranked Diedipline significantly less important 
than fen^ales. -■. ■ ^ - . . " \ ' ' ■. ■ ' . ' . ^ ^ '\ -.^^ \ , .~ 

^ ;.•,:. .■■/ A .■ ■ : ; ■ ' ■ 

It lis -erroneous- to conclude thsit single female-headed "households, 
define the ,vrple of ^he day cAre center as d'n extension o'^ the far^jily 
uni.t' on the basis of this dne characteristic. ' Rather; it appears that 

■■•J ■■■■ • . ■■ . ■ ... : ; . ■ . ■■ ■ : >. ■ 



different groups look for d.lff«r«nt things th||t wl,ll satisfy them In 
their use of the day care center ohosem. , Thepe differences contribute 
to differences in satisfaction with the day' care center and differ- 
ences in perception of sex role behaviors. . ' _ 

■ ' Satisfaction differences |between Spanish and Foreign-born ■ ■ 

(Oriental-American, "Arab, American- Indian , other) and . Plack -and White 
subgroups clearly reflects this position. . While certain factors #:in 
the day care system may be idehtifiecj in^an attempt to explain this 
discrepancy (e.g., higher proportion of white and black staff members') , 
furth<^r. analysis of what these subgroups wanf^from day ca^e center*?? - 
,^ would prove m6re informatiyfe. General societal conditions (nAnely '^' '' 
that blacky have become the "preferred" minority group) .should not 
be excluded w"hen assessing interaction effects ineorporating economic 
and racial variables. " " . -:i - 

' A similar argument may be applied to those differences ident-. 
if ied between females and males in their sex^ role perceptions,. Such 
-differences can be explained either ^with the day -care system in mind, 
, (pointing to t^e fact that males in this profession/ are employed in 
" a female-dominated field of study), with the falnily structure as the 
primar:^ fooa^, poin-^; or as a general reflection of the American 

„ ' soqiety ^s ^a whole. Each perspective dan be utilized 'to reveal ■ 
ft'.-". ' ' ' , ■ . , ' ■ . 

^ info i^roatifen not exposed, thi^^ough the use of previous perspectives. 

^ ' , ■.. -s " ^ ' ■ ■ 

In this sE>ecifio case, further analysis is neec^erf in order to 

■■ • ■, • . ' ■ . . • 1 « ■ ■ " . r ■ , 

determitie how males perceive these differenceis, .i.e. , Whether it .. «j 
.V, really reflects a more traditipnal yiewpoint with regards to sex. 



The rea#.^r is advised "to take a cautious stance inVqlving 
the application of any of tfie reported data in the form of "causal" " 
inferences. It is not the purpose of this research team to provide ' 
.. a wealth of data in order that individuals may assess whether 'or not- 
day care is "good" or "bad", or to assess whether or not day care ' 

^ ■ J, 

centers "cause" any number of negative characteristics in families / 
who use inst^utionalized day care. There is an interaction effect; 
•and this .should be noted when employing the data generated by . this 
project. It would seem to be more functional to assess the patterns 
of interaction in order to elucidate and avoid those directions deemed 
undesirable by any of the people involved in day care. Variables ^at 
Jhe interaction systemic lev^l need to be discus^ and assessed more' 
thoraughly. . ^ 

Fpr example, a number of significant 'correlations were, found on 
selected communication and perception items (see Table le) Both family 
respondents and staff members responded such that a positive correlation 
(r = .26 for family; T = . 29 for staff ) was commuted between parent's 
perceived influence on program policy and communication regarding the 
child's growth. This seems to indicate that when parents arjd staff 
share information regarding the child of mutual concern, both perceive 
■this as having an impact on the centers program, On the. other hand, ^ 
perceiv<^d parental imrolvemertt and communication .regarding the ~day care 
center arQ viewed to be negatively correlated by parents, while the 
same two items .ar<^^viewed^ to^"be. positively correlated by staff members. 
A siirfilar case develops with the parent's influence in gaining attention 
for the '*6'hild and cbmmunication 'regarding the day care center." These 



items are*%lewed ,rto negatively correlated by parents yet positively 
correlated by staff members. \ - 

For staff member $ , their belle;^that communication with primary 
oare-giyers is -%s3entlal for effective fpupplewerr^^ by the 

w*y» is'a favoi?ite/ projFessional stance). Such is not the case , however , 

^ . . ^ , , - ' — — 7 

•\ ■' \ ' ' ' - ^ 

for parejits who utij.ize the center. At times parents experience frus- 

tration with the lines of communication that are available to them. 

While presently there 'is the ojpportunity for parent^-^s to become involved 

with the day care center either through parent-teacher conferences or 

through membership on Boards of Directors and advisory committees, the 

e^xiating communication networks contradict what families in general 

view to.be important to their satisfaction and in choosing a day care 

cent>sr. Parents -do not want to spend extra time and effort in a service 

they -'believe can be. acquired through monetary compensation. The fact 

of the matter is that pai^ents do not -wish to be involved in the admin- 

, •■ . ■ ■ . . ■ : 

istratibn of a ^paid supplemental service. * [Further secondary analysis 

could help ^'^;identify more about' the source of these criteria for sat:J.S'- 

faction, and.^^help in understanding' the interaction. ^:,It would also seem 

useful to investigate further congruence of family-staff perceptions 

and sex role behAviors (as two possible alternatives) we feel mor*e work 

needs tp be done on the expectations people bring to the systems in their 

lives. ] . . ^ ' ' . ' ■■ ' ■ " . ■■ ' 

These social problems are too con^plex for any one discipline to 

handle. More and more the interaction of two overlapping boundaries 

reveals .the usefulness of the systems approach and interdiscii^linary 

team modes. We have attempted to present within this report, a solid 



beginning for the inUskgatibn of fam.i/ly and day care" systFrn' s inter- 

• , ,\ ' > . . 

actions - We hope tha\:^ur1:her analysis of this data will generate a 

. • ^ •# ^ " ■ 

greater understanding of ^ the concerns and , abilities of the adults who 

care for th^tjhilcjren within these systems. Further, we hope this 
.understanding will^be utilized to promote the health and growth of 
children an'd the people who care for them. 

It is our intention to make a'.copy.of this report available to 
all Day Care Centers .in the Greater Lansing -Area." Further\ontact 
xs anticipated with various departmertts' at this and other universities, 
and with various child care coordinating/information agencies. 

e me^thod5^'We hope to encourage a further exploration 
of the data now stored on the Computerize'd Data Aphive, and meaningful 
dissemination of these results. 
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Appendix A ' 
■y Letters and 
Printed Materials 



.•ra,- 



•..in,,'". !■ 



MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY East tensing, Michigan USQ^U 



Computer Institute for Social" Science Research 505 Computer Centfer 



June 26, 1975 



To: All Parents 



„ Froi«: National Science Foundation 

Student Originated Studies Summer Project 

(Ik v-:- ■> 

Your day care center^ has agreed to .participate in a summer Research 

project at Michigan State University, sponsored by the National Science 
Foundation. The project will study families and day care centers in the 
greater Lansing area. Some staff ^and families from each day . care center " 
will be involved. . ^ 

The Director of your center' is providing a list of families *that the ^ 

center serves. From this l,ist; som^ families^ill be,select;ed to be inter- 

viewed... It is quite possible that you mi^ht be artiong the families chosen 

to participate in the project. If so, we look forward to you taking part ' 
■ '•" " ' ' .«*■■• • „ 

in the study and will be contacting you in the very near future . 



--Det Romero, PROJECT DIRECTOR 

V 

--Shan Thomas, ASSOCIATE Df RECTOR" 
for NATI6NAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 



<Dlkti(iT6ft, bAV CAlSifi dEWtER) 



, LETTER 1 
LETTER TO ALL PARENTS 



MICHIGAiV! §TATE UNIVERSITY Ea^t/ Lansing, rMichigan U&e?^ 



. Cbmpu-ter In^stitute for Social Science Research* ' 505 Con^putep. Center 



June 26, 1975 



To: sv Day Care Center Personnel ' 

From; National Science Foundation 

Student -Originated Studies Project 



a- 



LETTER 4 2 
LETTER TO ALL 
DAY CARE 
PEkSOMNEL 



; Dear 'Staff: ■' ' , " n ' ■ ■ ^ - . ^ v : 

The day care center where you are employed has agreed to take part • 
in a ^lichigan State University research project sponsored by the. National 
Science' Foundation. This project is presently collecting data'both from 
day care center staff and from families who use their day care services 
in the Greater Lansing Area. We would appreciate your coopera^&i^ri in filling 

' ' ■ } 

out this quest i9nnaire. ^ / 

■ , ■ . ■. ■ / / ■ " 

Of course, your answers will be strictly confidential. You will remain 
completely anonymous , as a subject. At any time, you may f efuse to answer 

.... ' ■ ■ y .. ' „. ' , ' ~' ^ '■' ■ .■ ■ . 

a question or end your participation iti the study without penalty. 

1 V ... 

The study will be concerned with the interaction of families and ! 
day care centers throughout the city. A computerized data archive will be 
created, making the results of the study available to anyone in the community 
We hope that the information on families and day care centers made available 
in this manner will benefit existing and future day care providers, parents, 
and community agencies. ■ r, ■ ' , " 

Thanlc you for your cooperation. If you would like to know more about 
this Study, feel Free to speak to the Director x)f your day care center /> 
Sihcerely, , ^ , 



0 0 



Det Romero 
Project Director 



Shan Thomas 
Assist^l^ Director 



MICH I QAM STATE U^JIVERSITY East Lansing, Michigan *<; 



Computer Instil^ute foip Social Science Research 505 Compjuter Cbnte^ ^ ~ 

July 1, 1975 ' * ^ ^ • • ' 



Dear; 



The day care center where your child is enrolled has agreed to participate 
in a summer research project at Michigan State University, sponsored by t]ie. 
Nat ioni^l Science, Foundation . Your name has been selected from a list rnad,(fe^£ 
available ^y the' Director of the center to be one of the families to parti'-*" - ■> 
cipate' in the project. ' i ■ ^ ■"' ' « a"-.:'.:: 

■ ■ . ■ " ■ . - ' ' ' . '• C " 

The purpose of this research project is to study the ihteractions of families'^ 
and ,. day care centers in the greater Lansing area. The project proposes to " • 
ccfllect data from day care personnel-, as well .as the families who 'uce the 
centerg. €|(pe the data is ' gathered and studied, it will be made available 
to any in||i'Fested person in the community. , ., '" , ' . 



The head/heads of selected families will be interviewed. Each family house-^ "'^ 
hold will be paid $5.00 as a reimbursement for participation in the project. - 
:' All responses given during the interview will be anonymdus and confidential . 

The interview wiai las;t for approximately one hour. Yq/ will be free to' 
discontinue your participation in the project .at anytime, and can refuse to 
answer any ^question you do no^ want to answel? without providing an explanation . 
This will not effect your receiving $5.00 foi^ your participation^ in the study. 

We look- forward to your taking a part in the project, and will be contacting 
you within the 'next few days 'to schedule a convenient time for the interview.' 
.We wQlild appreciate your npt revealing to the day care center or oth2r fa^milies 
that your family has. been selected. In advance, thank you for your cooperation 



Sincerely, 



Det Romei?o 
.Project Director 



Shan Thomas^. 
Associate Director 



. LET^S'ER 3 ... V 
LETTER TO SEIJSCTED FAMILIES 



* . 

4: 



-v. > 
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MICHIGAM ST^TC UMIVERSITY 



COMPUTER INSTITUTE F.OR SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH 
COMPUTER CENTER / 

. n " \ 

July 16^ 1975 



EAST LANSING HlCHIG^N o488'!?i< 



Dear Parent(s) 



This letter will introduce ^ - as -a member of the National 

Science Foundation research Project from Michigan State University. *As 
we explained in the letter from your child's Day Care Center, aiid ip our 
phone ^call' to you, we are studying the interactions of families ^rtd Day 
Care Centers. ^ , will explain the procedure fqjp answer- 

ing the questionnaires. S/he will, also answer any questions you hav^ 
about any aspect of this visit. ^ . ■ ^ 

•thank you for your time. Your help is greatly a pprecict ted. 



r 



l)et R6mero,- Pjpo ject iDirexitor 




v^han Thoiihas, Associate Director , 



v 



LETTER f n . 
LETTER OF INTRODUCTTON 



List of Posslbre Papers . .to be Found in Centers 

Child's health form ^ " . . 

Children's enrollment: form ... ^ 

Children's einergency ca^^^ 

Staff job description - per sonnejH, policy - 

Staff contracts on schedules [ ' 

. ■ ■ ... : rP ^ . ■ - ... 

staff tax forms. • ^ 

Center tax forms .. ^ ^* 

Center constitution -^nd by-laws and/or- policy statement or brochures 

■ ' "•■ ■ . ' ' '\ ■ ' ^ • - • '. . 

Brochure daily schedules " , ' 

' . i» ■ ■ , ■ 

" Minutes of board meetings 
Health and fire inspection . . ^ 
State license / 
Federal license ^ . 
List of volunteers 
^ Data on special programs (experiments, etc.) .^ ' 

... .Equipment^ list and/or inverttories 
_ Lease and Insurance 

' ■ ' ■ *. ■ ' , ■ ■ • ' . ■ . ' ' . 

Referral Xist of resource people and agencies * 

^ ^ ' < ' ■ ' ' ■• ■ ■ " ■ ^ ■ 

(jlonmittee reports . ; ' ' 

' Data on parent skills 

Evaluation forms - teacher ajid kids • . , 

' library or . re5oui>ce sharing 

\ Budgets'.- . s'- . ; ■ • ■ . -.' 



SC's LIST OF PRINTED MATERIALS 



DEFINITIONS 



blrectoris Questionnaire % - 

> ^or^or^^r^^" -"^^^^^ « Single person or partnership 
corporation - center is legally ' incorporated . 

3. Facility - building and grounds ' 

7 . board -^^^^^mistratlve body whose ^ri^ f„„.«;„ . 

co^unity representatives - interested persons in the co^unity for ex^niDle 
church members (where the day oa^ center is on church p;,perty) 
_ doctors, i,,wyers, union executives, service club menibersretc: ' 

e: «-^-^^oay^whose^pri.ery function is to .a.e reco^e^ations, 

. ""^^"°:ct-in^rrthrc\s: iinis;^:t^r >^''^^ ^ . 

20. Both pj^ -time and full-time personnel 

22. parent education services - group meetings with parents dealing" with taking ' 
n,«H,- i ^'^ ?^^ • AisQ.-brochures, sent to .parents. • *^ 

counseling services - testing and individuai therapy 

23. ^"^i^i^-^^^?unse^^^^^^^^ 3ervices. employment counseling, finan- 

'programs'' -vocational training programs, rehabilitation 



27. part-time children - less than 2& hours/week 
full-time children - 25 or more hours/week 

Staff 'Ques^iona ire ' ^ 



director A«rson whose name is listed with the state as such or person acting 
in That capacity; administrator , ' 

"'^'^"'^t^JrorH.'n'T"/"?^'"'?''" curriculum and program,; coordinates 

; K daily basis (curriculum specialist i head teacher) 

^n?,^^^^ - teacher in charge . of class room (NOT head teacher) . 
assistant teacher - training or experienced assistant, to the lead teacher- ' ' 
t..nK with children on a falrlv regular basis ' ^ 

Z.^^t^ - pat>t-time, often vplunteers, ^rks with children on an ir- 
. regular- basis only; ofteh students or untrained parents 

othir'- Tl ""**^i*i°"i^^/^i«ti^ian;'psychologist, doctor, nurse 

other - cook, bookkeeper, secretary, janitorial staff 



INTE:RVIEWEH'S DEFlNltlON LIST 



ev 



SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 
Natrional Science Foundation 
Student Originated Studies 

Please reaci each item carefully before signing this form. If you have any 
questions about the following items, feel free to ask the Interviewer for * 
more information aboyt the Items contained in this form. 

1. I have freely consented to .take part in a scientific Study being conducted 
under the auspices of the National Sciende Foundation. 

Title of Project:- Interactions Between Family, and Day Care Systems 

2. The study has been explained to me and I understand both the explanation 
•that has been given and what my . participation will involve. 

3. I understand that I am free to (a) discontinue m/ participation in'the 
study at any time without penalty and -(b) refuse to answer any question 
I do not wish .to answer without providing a reason for not answering the 
question , 

■ * . 

4. I understand .that the results of the study will be treated in strict 

, confidence and that I^ will remain anonymous as<^a Subject . Within these 
■ restrictions,' results of the study will be made available to me at my 
request. , » 

' - I. ■ ■ .. . ■ 

5. I understand that my participation in the study does not guarantee any 
beneficial ^sults to me. , ' . f ■ - 

'6. I understand that, at my reque/;3t, I /can r^eceive additional explanation 
of the sti^dy after my participation is completed. 



Signed 



Date 



SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 



QUESTIONNAIRE^ 
CODE # 



Change to take part in the program 



Convenience 



Cost I 



Dependability 



Discipline 



Health Services 

• * 

_Parents' influence on own child's needj^ 



Parents * influence on' program pplicy 



Shows warmth toward your child 



Staff competence 



Teaching new things 



Ages and number of children served 

^Chances for parents to- .take part in day care programs 



j:hances to be with other children 



Close supervision and safety 



Competent staff 
jCost of program 



Disciplinary practice^ 



Education. 
Hours open 
Location 



Medical and special services contacts 
Nutritional program 
iPhyslcal facilities . 



Transportation provided 

CODING SHEET. FOR ITi?h8 29.fi 30 



Appendix B 
Questionnaires and 
Statistical Summaries 



9 



.. . i£-> . 



,-Eir~i..^„_j . 



"7^ 



to' 



DikECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE, 

ANONYMOUS AND CONFIDENTIAL > v 

~> — — , , — ^ • w 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
STUDENT-ORIGINATED STUDIES PROJECT. 
, INTER ACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILI ES AND DAY CARE CENTERS 

/ " T 

Purpose 

This questionnaire is part of ' a study about day care centers 'arid 
families in the greater Lansing Area, <Day care center- staff and families 
who use available day care centers are being interviewed. 

In responding to the items in the questionnaire , there-^are several 
points we would like to emphasize. 



All of your ^nsw^rs are ANONYMOUS AND COMFIDEMTIAL. Only members of t'he 
research team wil^ see the questionnaires. No other person wlir be permitted 
to review your: r^i^ponses'. " ' 



Ifou are free to refuse to answer any question without penalty. We would 
appreciate, however, your answering this questionnaire as completely as 
possible. ' " ^ V. 

Instructions 

READ Bach question carefully and answer it to th^ .best of your ability. 

Some items can be answered by CIRCLING the number next to the one answer - 
you choose . • ' • , 

What is ygur ^ex? 

• . (1)" . . 

. (2*) female 

If you do not understand a quesHrion, please ask the interviewer to explain ' 
it to you. He/she will be happy to help in anyway he/she can. 

THAflK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION • 



■ ^ 

V ■* 

How long has your center been in operation? 

(1) 1 Under one year Mean: - 2*9130 

(2) 9 1-3 years S.D.: 1.3^55 

(3) 9_ U - 6 yte/irs 

(»♦) 2 ' 7-10 years ' . 

(5) 0_ 11 - IS years 

(6) • 1_ 16f - 20 years . , 

(7) Over 20 year^ ! ' , 

Please check one of the following categories which best describes 
your center: , 

(1) 1 Proprietary for Profit 

., " * 

(2) 5 Proprietary not for profit 

T3) 2 Corporation for profit ^ % - \ 

(^) 15 Corporation not for profit ^ 
Please check if th0 Day Care facility is: 

(1) 7 Rented. by center 

(2) U Owned by center 

(3) 5 Being purchased by center . 

(U) _7 Other; please specify_ • . 



If your center's facility is not owned or rented by the program^ 
please check to whom it does belong: 

(1) 8 .bhurch ^ ' ■ 

(2) 2 Industry or private business 

(3) ^ Private home ' . . 

(U) Board-of Educatiori 

(5) Local government 

(6) Community /recreat ion center ^ " > ^ 

(7) H Other; please sjSecify 



>j. wiiJiuti xicenaing r«quirein«nts has your <5«nt«r met? 

(1) 9_ State requlrments 

(2) m Stat© and fed0t»al requirements 

6. Rank In descending order your center's three (3) major sources of 
funding (i.e., one (1) being the largest source of funds): 



First 



Second 



Third 



.'_ ^ Charitable foundations (United Way, Community Chest, Red 

Feather , etc . ) 



(2) 
(3) 
(U) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9)' 

(10) 
(11) 
(12) 



City funds 
County funds ' 
- Donations ( Personal ) 
Donations (organization) 
D.S.S. reimbursements 
Headstart 

Labor Union payments ^ 

Manpower Development 6 Training 
Act 

Model Cities 
Parent tuition 
School Board 



(13) Other; i[>leQse specify 



1 


0 


1 


0 


, ' 0 


- 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


V 




0 


7 




o 

3 


0 i 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0. 


0 


0 


0 






V 


2 


1 


0 


12 




5 


0 

ft 


. 0 \ 


0 


1 


3 ■ \ 


^ 2 


23 6' 


20 


11 



7a. 



Total: 

Do you have a Boai\i of Directors? ' ~ * 

1) 17 Yes 

2) ^ No ' , 

f yes y please indicate the number of current Board Members in the 

Missing: ^ 



following categories: 

^ Mean: S.D. : Total 



:.er!c 



1) _ 

U) _ 
6) 



Parents of Children in your center 
6.5882 - 7.2720 

Director /coordinator in center 
.6250 .5000 - 



Other staff of center 
.UOOO 



5071 



Community representatives « 
H.29m 3.7377 



17 
16 
15 
17 



6 
7 
8 
6 



Other; please specify 2, 

1,529U • i;9t+03 . 17 

Total number of Board Members 76 

12.5556 ' 8.183U 18 



6 
•5 



Total : 



Missing: 



28 



Total; 



' Missing: 



22 



7b. 



If no« who makes administrative decisions: 
<1) - 0 ■ Owner . - ^ 

(2) 1 Director/coordinator 

(3) Both of the above 

1 Other; pleaae specify 



Total: 6 



8. 



8a. 



Does your center -^have Advisory Committees? 

(1) 10 Yes . ^ - 

(2) 12 No ' , „ I 

If yes , indicate the numb^ of ovirrent ' Advisory Committee members 
in the following categories ! 

Total: Missing: 



Missing: 17 
Total: ' 77 

Missing: 1 



Mean: 



• S.D. 



(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(5) 



Parents of children in youi center 



9.3333 



8.U853 



8 
7 



Director /coord ir|at or in center 
j .3750^ ' \ .5175 

Other staff of (tenter 

3.0000 ' 1.15U7 

Community representatives ^ 

..3333 .8165 ' 6 

Other; please specif y 

s 1.8571 ' 3.7607 ^ 



lU 
15 
16 
17 



16 



Indicate which individual or group has the major responsibility for 
each of the following topics : 



Total : 
Missing: 



(1) 



(2) 



(3) 



(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(5) 
(,6) 
(7) 
(8^ 

"Hi 

(10) 

r 

(U) 



Area of 
Responsihilltv 


Administrative 
Director 


Program 
Director 


Teachers 


BocU^d of 
Directors 


Advisory 
Committee 


V 

Parents 


Setting staff 
policies 


■■ ' 

13 


2 


0 


- 7 


0 


0 


Setting program 
policies 


* 

10 


6 


V 0 


'6 


0 


0 


Program planning 


5 


8 


6 


0 


3 


0 


Public relations 




2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Financial 
management 


■^—^2 1 

19 


1 


0 <> . - 


2 


0 




Fund raising ' ' 


8 


0 


•o 


7 


1 


H 


§taff^ 
recruitment 


15 


7 


~ ;r — ~- — * ~ 

0 


0 


0 


0 


Sta^^ 

ev^lultion 




5 


2 


1 


0 ' 


.6 


Staff 
training/ 




7 


1 


0 


0 


0* 


Prograaa 
evaluation 


11 




2 


5 




• 0 


Parent 
Education 


13 .\ 


2 


2^- ■■ ' 


1 




-•'.>, 

hO * 



22 

1 
22 

1 
22 

1 
22 

1 
22 

1 
20 

3 



10. Does your c«nter allow a waiting list for admission? ' >otal: 21 

(1) 21 Yes ^ ^ ' 

(2) 0 No , ■ \ ' 

♦ 

10a. If yea, how many children are presently on the waiting list (please 

indicate approximate number) Mean: 9. 0476-^ S . D. : 13. 8U01 Missing: 2 

11. What is your cent ej-'s approximate cost £w chl^ ' Total: 21' 
. _ :-^,_Jl____ Mean: 6.5^U S.D.: 2.0729 Missing: 2 

12.. How many hours does.,your center provide child care per week? . Total: 22 

Mean: 51.136U S.D.: 10.1714 Missing: 1 

13. • If your center has more than one^classroom, which of the following Total 
criteria are used In grouping children? / ' > • 

(1) 20 Age level ' , - . 

(2) 1 Sex 

■I 

(9) 17 Maturity level 

5 H^d leaps 

^ Other; please specify 

■ (6) 2 None 



14 



Missing; 



15, Nuirtber.of paid teachers;: > ' " • ^ 

f^^^^ Total: 23 Missingj^O 

<2) _J'F^t-fiine • \ - ?.9980 ' 23-- "^ 0 

' ■■ '-. v. vj.", . • , . , .'^ ■> ^ •■ ^ 

16. Number of -paid teacher aides or assistants: " ^ 



22 



How does your center communicate with par^jnts? (please check as. many TotaL:' 23 
as apply) • - "le ^. 

I. Talking when they bring or pSick up children ^ 

(2) 1 Phone calls 

22 Personal notes or iettei^s 

15 Home visits ' | 

(5) 18'Newslett 

- 8 Other; please specify - ^ cr j . ' .\ ":\ 



Full-time ' .Me^n: 1.5652 S.D/: 1.9731 Total: 23 Missing 0. 
^2) Part-time .0': ^; -' 2'. ^6152 . 3.678.3 23 ' . o' 



17 • Wumbor.of volunteervs: 

• Full-time Mean: "3500 S.D. : .7if52 Total: 20 Missing: 3 

<2) f>art-time ^ 2.»45U5 3.3626 22 1 

Please rank- In descending order your center's three (3) major sources 
of volunteers. (I.e., one (1) being the largest source of yolunteers) 



18 



19 



20 



First: ^. Second: Third 



Parents of Enrolled children 4 1 



5 



6 



(2) High school students 5 ^- 

(3) College students' • <,6 ' 8 -2 

(H)- Senior citizens 

(5) ; Other neighborhood residents 

Other members of community organizations. ■ 

- I- * ? 

^■^^ 'None • 3 3 ^ 

Total: ~~ i20 19 ~ IT 

only)^^ y^""^ center's staff-child natio? (please consider paid personnel 



Mean: 5.9130 S.D.: 1.5930 Total: 23 Missing: 0 



Indicate on the lines below the number of staff ( paid personnel) presently 
employed ^ho are: Mean: S.D.: Total: Missing: 



(1) American-Indian 



0 0 0 



(2) Black (Negro, Afro- . '"^ 

American) 1.8621 2.9795 23 0 

(3) ,, Qriental-Americar^ .1905 .|+02tf ' 21. 2 

i^^ Spanish surname (Spanish, Me?cican-American,- Cuban , Puerto Rican) 

.L j .6087 \ .9U09 23 ■ 0 

<^ White 7. 08'?0 . - 5.7597 23 0 

■ ■ ■■ ' . ■ ■ ' ■■, i '-^ ' • 

r6) ; , Other, please speciify ,:[ ' - ." 

■ ■' ,.• ■ .O^^e ■ „■-.,'-■. ■.'2182 .'/' ■' V -21' '-2. 



21 • Indicate on the llr^es below /the number o 
In your cfenter who are: / \ 

Mean : / S.D, 

(1) American- Indian / 0 • 



volunteer personnel currently 



Total: 



Missing: 



(2) 

(3) 
(M) 

(5) 
(6) 

(7) 



Black (Negro, Afro- 
American) .1000 

Oriental-American 0 



.3078 
0 



20 
0 



—0 

3 
0 



Spanish Surname ( Mexican- Amer ican , Spanish, Puerto ft/cejn; Cuban) 



.0500 

Vfhite 1.90U8 
Other, please specify 



. .2236 
3.0U80 



20 
21 



0 



0 



No Volunteers 



0 
21 



3 
2 

0 

2-r 



22.- Which of the follcfwing special services does your center o^fer on the 
premises? (Check all that apply) 



(1) 11 Parent education services 

(2) 5 Medical services 

(3) 9 Special educatjional services 
(^) 8 Counselipg services 

(5) 5 Other; please specif y 

(6) U None 



23, Which of the following special services in the community do you make knpwr) 



to the families your centey seryes? (Checrk all that apply) 



\ (1) 18 . Medlical ser^vices 



V 



X 



: V. ' ^2) ^17 .Ijidiyl<jual counseling ' 

(3 )/ 16 .Mcuriri^ge f nd' f ^ily counseling ' 
V ; • : ^ ( 4 ) Adult" . 6ducat ionai* seti^vi^e^ ,^ ' ^ : ; 

^ ( \ - ' Psych^ogicar testing^ ^. • < ^ < 
(^) ■ 6 ■ Ot}he'i?'i please tgpecif y » 



' '.(7); , J. ' None 



How many ^childt^n is your center'' llcensedv to serve? 



k '.» '},■ . ■ 



.1 ■• 



)^Mean: J+7.4783^V^tJ. r27-.8402C Total: 23 Missing: 0 , 



:/ • /'-^ ^ -h- .^^'^'o>' l ••• • :. 



Total: 23 



Missing: 0 



Total: 23 



Missing: 0 



25. -How maixy Qhildren were enrolled during the 197U-75 school year 
(SeptembeiV'- June)? . 

" ^ ' . ,. S.D.:' * Total: Missing: 
Girls " 



(1) 
(2) 

(3) 



Boys 
Total 



35.5556 


'22.0727 


18 


5 


35.3333 


21.9277 


18 


5 


72.9000 


40. 5072 


20 


3 




' -1 " 







Mean 



S,D, 



Total 



Missing: 



u 

(1) 



(3) 



Girls 

Boys 

Total 



19.3913 
23.1739 
12.3043. 



13.4797 


; .23 


0 


17.6if46 


23 ■ 


0 


30.7578 


23 


0 



27. Indicate on the lines below the number of children currently enrolled 
who fall under the following categories: 



Age group 

(1) Under 3 years 

(2) Over 3 but under «+ y^ars 

(3) Over 4 but under 5 years 

(4) Over 5 but ynder 6 yearS/' 

(5) 6 years or- 'bver 



Mean: ^ Total: 

S.D. : (1) Missing: 

Part-time 



Mean: 
S.D. ; 



Total 5 
(2) Missing; 
Full- time 



1.0476 

1. '8296 
2.0500 
2.3725 
2.0500 

2. ^253 
1.5500 
2.03*84 

. 1500 
. 4894 



2\ 

2 

20 
3 
20 

■.- 3 
f 20 

3 

20 

3 



3.'?391' 
6.5033 
9.6522 
8.1721 
10.0435 
7.49g4 
6.2273 
5.9356 
4.1818 
6.3669 



23 

0 
23 

0 
23 

0 
22 

1 
22 

1 



28.' Indicate on the lines below the " number of children presently enrolled 
- ■> - -who are: > -'^ :. ., 



Mean 



(2) 
(3) _ 

(5) * 



AmeriGan-jIndian 
Black 



,.6000 



S.D. I 



>' ■ 14.7391 - 



^.-^2337 
,^36 . 9;929 
, 4374 I 



Total:, Missing: 

'V 

,20 

.^ 23 



21 



l^iental-American : lv7691 '"'4,4; 

.J* ■ ,J • ■ 

Spanish surname ( Spanish , ^fexic^n- American , Cuban , Puerto 15:ican ) ' 

* 3.95»l'5 ",. 8.4090 ^ 



' lihite' 



1)33. 545 S ■ 



i ' / p^Her; please Specify 



. 32;.771S 



22 
22 



3 
0 

2 

1 
1 



.9500^ .v/ 5j'5231; 



20 



lERJC 



'BIT 



'r 



29: Whloh hfist describes the children served by your center? ' Total; "^19 • 



'^l^ children of professional 6 white collar workers. 
_9_ Mostly .childrej^ of professional & white collar "workers 



V 



4 



i21 . 2 
22 1 



32. Does your cejiter make available trans^portation for the children enrolled 

in your program? . / ^ Total 

(1) "lO No " . 

O .... ■ . 

. ( 2 ) 7 For some , ' 



J 



33, 



23 



— 2_ M^tly' children of factory or other blue fcollar workers. 
^'^^ All children of factory or other blue collar workers. " • . ' 

Mostly chi.ldren from families reCeivKig^publ^c assistance. 
— H- All children from families receiving piiblic assistance. Missing: »♦ 

30. Which the following criteria does your center consider when\admitting 
a child intK> yoixr program? (Check all that ajjply) . , Total 

■' Age (other than l,icensing regulations) 

' 7 Family income , . ^ 

1^)'/ 2 Ethnic background ^ , . . 

--^J — ' l ■ . " . . » 

* V 5 ' Fainily criteria " ' . > . - ^ 

'^^^ — J?L O'ther; please specify 

• • , . '■ ■ " • — ■ — ■ — — — — - — . , > .^.i 

I. ■ Cy) '8 None' ' • .. > ' ui t 

V- , ■ . ' . ' ; Missing 

31. ; ,How'»nany children arp; paid for by a publi^ agency? 

■ , .. S.D. : 'Total: ' Missing': ,; 

<1) Partially .952U ^ 2.5392 

(2) , .Fully - 12.7273 13.7778 / ' 



23 



(3) For all . , . , Missing:' 0 

Hqw are parents involved in your center? (please check as many as • ijotal- 23 

apply) V " . . , ., ' ■ W ■ ' 



' 1 Parents visiting the center 

v2) lU Scheduled parent coriferences , ■ 

' , ISj Planned social, events (e.g., oof fees or suppers ) ' , ? - 
■ • ' t> ■ ' . ' - ,, . . ' ■ ' ■ 

(*♦) 1? Volunteers in the center . '' > ' 

( 5 ) " '9 , Paid employees in the center ^ oo 



) 



■Ml 



-34. > Defttnltlon of Full-time fop Staff : 

p 29 hours 



3 



, 7 39 hpurs^ 

(3) .12j^ 0 tcf^US hours 
50'-«nd Over 



Total: 22 



Missing: 



\ 
4^ 



V 



'(5 



4 ERJC 



83. 



STAFF questionnairh: 

AHOpMOUS AND CONFIDENTIAL \ 

natio^Ial* science,;" foundation 



STUDENT-ORIGINATED STc|d|eS PRQJECT 



I NTERACTION S B ETWEEN FAt yifcs AND DAV CARE CENTERS' 



Purpg 




1. 

2. 



^ This questionnaire is part of a study about" day care centers and 
... families .in .the grWater Lansing ■ Area . Day care center staff and . families 
who use available >aay. care centers are b6'ing into-rvi^wed 

, , In .responding to the items in the- qWstionnaire , there are several 
pointa we would like to • emphasize . ' > 

All oi your answers are' ANONXMOUS ANJ) CONFIDENTIAL.; Qnly members of the ' 
research team will see the questionnaires. ' No other person will be perreitted 
to review your responses. 

You are free to refuse to answer any question without penalty. We would 
appreciate, however, your answering this questionnaire as completely as 
possible . . - ' 

/. : ■ ■ ■ 

Instructions • ' - ' - 

READ EACH QUESTION^CAREFULLY "and answer it to the . best' of your ability. . 



Some items can be answered by . CIRCLING the number next to the one answ.er 
you choose " ♦ \\ ■ 



-Wha:t is your sex? 

(1) - >1ale ° 

(2) Female " 



If you do not understand a question, please ask 
it tQ you. Hey she will be happy to Help In anyway 

THANK YOU Fi)R YOUR COOPERATION 




plaifi 




.ERJO 



PiMse Indicate your position: 

(1) 11 Director 

(2) 5 Program Director 

(3) ^ 6 Director/Program Directlll^ 

(*») 5 Lead Teacher 

(5) 27 Asalstant Teacher 

(6) 6 Teachers Aide 

(7) 1 Service Specialist 

(8) 57 Other, please specify 



23U 



V 



2. Are you paid or do you. vqlunteer your time? 

(1) 217^ Paid '^ ^ ^ 

(2) 18 Volunteer 

3. How many hours a week do you w6rjc? Mean: 29.(fce9 t 

How long have you been employed at this center? 

\ ■ 

. ( 1 ) IIH Under one year 
(2) _98 1 - 3 .y^ars 
■ 16 U - 6 years 
(U) »♦ 7 - 10 yttars 

(5) 1 11 - 15 years 

(6) 0 16 - 20 years 

(7) 1 Over 20 years 



10.6667 




7 

... ^ 



5 . Sex : 



(t) 200 Female 

(2) 35 Male ; . ^ ' ^ 

Race: . . 

(1) • ^ Aro4i^can ilndian ' " 

' ,4) ' V * ? . . - .• 

(2) , 39' Black (Nagro, Afro-American) 

/ r ^ 

" • * " ■" ■ 

__7, Spani«h-8urname (Spanish, Hex loan- American, Cuban, Puerto Ricari) 
(U.) ,1 Or if ntal -American ' 

(5) 173 White . - 

(6) OtJuwr- . 85' : • \" 



2 

295 



1 V 



235 
1 

23U 



235 



1 

23*+ 



staff memberi have many different opinions and feelings about the child care 
qenter at which they work.,. Here are some thlnga about day car^ . Please 
check how satisfied you think p^kr«nt8 are with each of the following. 

7, In terms of convenience for parents, would you say tha-t this day care /lonter 

/?; <^ V ^ > . > ' 233 

^^^^^^'"^^y Convenient Mean: 

C ^ ' ^ ■ ■ 

• ' (2> 180 Very Convenient * . S.D.: .^^79 . 

^ ** 
(3) U3 Convenient ' . ' ^ * 

* , ..... . • / 

(^r)^ >2 Not very convenient . ^ ' ' . . " 

(5) '0 Not at a^l convenient / \ - - ' ^ - ' 3 

; •■ " ■ t ' i " ; ■- 

9. In terms of dependability, being able to; count on it /fevery day, woiild you 

s,ay that this day care center is: . ' 235 

f. ' * * 

(1) "159 Extremely ()ependabie ^ Mean; 1,U213- 

(2) 55 Very depi^^ndable ^ ^ " S.D.: ,6771 
: ( 3 ) 19 Dependable - " . , » 

J .... ^ , ' 

(M) 2 Not IVery tlependablej' ' ' • . 

(5) Q Not a,t all dependable • i 

^ ' ■ . ; . ■ ' . ■ 

\ t ■ \^ » 

In t^rms of , how good th6 prjce is for parents, would you say th'at the price, 
of this day G aire center is- ' > : 



■1 



223 



(1) Ue-gxtremely good , . ; Mean: 2.1883 



(2) *92 Very good * ' _ ^ ^ s.D. 

(3X 76 Good > ^ . 



8056 



r 



(^) 7; Not very good - , . 7 

' ll^'^9^ all good , t^' « ^ /^-^ • ' < ■ ' ' " ' 13 

10. In terhis of bow capiible the* staff is (thqitHis^^ ho«w well the staff knows 'what ' 

, , they are doing), would you say that'the iii:eof>le at t^is day cai?e. center aV^: 235 

^ ' • ■ '■■> ■ ^' i' ^ '-^ • ' 

„ 67 EjKtr^pmely capable Meanf ' 1.923't* f , 'V, 

V (2). 121 Very capable _ . . ' S.D". :< .7! 20 ' 

i^3V ^5 Capabie^ , "'' ^- ' " " ' ' ; ' ' ' " '^ ,? " ^ ■ . 




(f^) ; 2 Not very capable 

(5) 0 Not at all capable 



4 ' 



4-^. Xn t«rin9 of t«achltig children new things, would you say that this day care 
o«nt«r does: , 

.... • .. • , . ' . , .. V . ■ . ^ ' . ■ . . , , 

(t) 78 An excellent job 

(2) 106 A very gobd job 

(3) ^» An Average job 
(**) Not a very good job 
(5) 0 ^ot a good jobijat all 



12. 



13 



293 



Jn terms- of discipline, or making children behave, w<iuld you say tHat this 

day care center does : ' 231 

\^ excellent joK,v ^ Mean: 1.97<*0 

^ ^^'^^ S.D.: .6719 

(3) ^9 An average job ' ■ ' 

0 Mot a very good job . . " - * 

(5) 0 Not a good /job at all ; 5 

In terms of showing w^th toward children, would you say that the people 

at^ this day care center are: . . " ■ r - 235 



^'^^ 122' Extremely warm toward children Mean: 1,51^1 ^ 

«. . .i . ^ * 

^2) 105 Very warm ^ward children S D • 5798 

7 Somewhat warm toward children " 

■ f**) 1 Not very warm' toward children 

^5) 0 Not at all warm toward Children j 

! fL!*'!^!.^^ f.^^'^^^S healthful and nutritious f ood^ to children ,. would you say 



th^t this day cai;*e center serves: 

..r ^ 

^ ^ ^ J[l1 -??<tremely healthful .and nutritious food 

(2) 87 Very healthful i^d nutritious food 

(3) ^ 8' Average^ healthfjbi ancj nutritious food 
C*) Not very healthful and nutr^||ous food 



Mean 
S.D. 



1.8369 

■ .8089 



(5) 0 Not -at all healthftil and nutritious food 



erJc 



87 



15., In terms of parents- being. involCri^d in the day care Venter, how fiueh 

. Influence do- you fe«l parents .have on program policies? 225 

(1) _29 Very' much ^fluence . Mean:- 2. "(5667 

(2) J49 Much influence ^ ^ ' f ■ " g ; ^ qqj^^ y 



^3) I^i^Soine influence 

53 A little influence 
,"(5) "12. No influence 



11 



16. In. terms of parents daily concerns for th^lr child, how muoh influence ^ " " 
do you feel parents have 4n gaining individual 'attention for their child? 22M 

,(1) _55 Very much influence _ ' Mean: 2.2589 ^ 

/ (2) Much influence 'A ' gp, gg^g 

(3) 66^"^^^ iTifluence 

(1) ^ A little influence " / 

'..(5) 3 No influence • . 

f ^ . . , 12 ■ 

In ter,ns of parents taking part in dlay^care programs, how satisfied are you 
with parents' chances to be -Involved? ' ook 

'% ^ - '^"^ \ ■ ' . ' . 

<1> _21 Extremely; Satisfied \ ' - \ Mean: .2.8622 • 

(2) l62 Very satisfied ' ' ' S.D.: 1.0105 . 
O) 76 Satisfied \ . 



17 



^ -9 ^ 

J 




_il **ot very satisfied - 
(5) 7 Not at all satisfied 

How- satisfi ed are you with the following aspects of your job ? 
18." Salary. ' ,. ' . , 

(1) _17 Very satisfied . , 2.9596- 

ti 



11 



223 



(2) _68 SatWied ■ ' . " . ' S.t.:.1.12H3 

^^.^ Somewhat satisfied. • - " 
(U) Dissatisffe*^ \ ^ 
(5) 26 Very dissatisfied 



43 
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19,^ L«v«l of childrens' achievements 
(1') _65 Very satisfied 
■^^^ 128 Satisfied - 
(3) Somewhat satisfied 



.A 



-4- 



.Dissatisfied 



V 



'^(5) 1 Very dissatlsf le^l 

' . ; ^« 

20, Staff /parent relationship " 

^ ^ i' 

(1) _58 Very s^itlsfied 

^' ' 

. (2) 99 Satisfied 

» ^ - 

(3:) M9 Somewhat satisfied 

- K 

(^) _20^ Dissatisfied 

(5) 2 Vei>y dissati,sf ied 

>>1, Staff /staff relationship^ 

(1) 106 Very satisfied 

(2) _86 Satisfied " 

(3) 36 Somewhat satisfied - 
" ■ (H) 6 Dis^tisfied, 

" Very dissatisfied 

22.. Staff /administration relationships 

(1) : 73 Very satisfied 

(2) _92 S-;atl8fied ^ 

(3) Jl3 Somewhat satisfied 
(»♦,) > 15 Dissatisfied 



- ^ 



23 



i^) ^. 3 Very dissatisfied' . 
Staff__lndependerice and freedom 
) 89 Very satipfrijed 

>(-2) 1^ Satisfied ' 

> / • . 

(3) 30 Somewhat satisfied 

(*») 7. Dissatisfied' 



Mean • 

S.D, : 



Mean : 
S.D. : 



Mean: 
S.D.: 



Mean 

•S.D. : 




1. 9048 
" -.7160 



2.1623 
.9363 



1. 7521 
.8067 



2.0398 
.9490 



1.8035 
.'7784 



2U. 



Th« staff evaluation procedures in yovif^ Center 
(1) 35 Very satisfied 

V 

ii?) lip Satisfied * 



O) ■ SO Somewhat satisfied 



(»♦) 21 Dissatisfied 



25 



26. 



27, 



(5) 2 Very dissatisfied 

Degree of staff authority 
-li Very satisfied 

(2) m Satisfied 

(3) j»o Somewhat satisfied^ \ 
(*♦) 7 Dissatisfied 

(5) O'Very dissatisfied . 

Staff/child relationships 

(1) 12U Very satisfied 1 

(2) _98 Satisfied 

(3) 8 Somewhat satisfied 
(»♦) 3 Dissatisfied 

(5) 1 Very dissatisfied 

Financial resources of the center 

<1 ) _22 Very -satisfied^ • 

(2) ^72 Satisfied 

Oy- 57 /Somfewhat satisfied 

-i? dissatisfied 
(5) I V Very dissatisfied 



Mean: 2.2890 
S.D,: .8820 



Mean 
S.D. : 



Mean 
S.D. : 



2. 0045 
. 7366 



.6683 



Mean: 2.8727 
S.D.: 1.1356 



„ 1 .1 

How, importa nt ar« <iaqh of the following to your overall satisfaction with your 



28. . Salary 

(1)., _9M_ Very important 

Quite important 
(3) 81 Somewhat important 
* _3Q Not very important 
. (5) 5 Very unimportant 

29. Level of children's achievement 

(1) 131 Very important 

(2) _81 Quite imt>ortan't 

* " s- ^ - * 

(3) 13 Somewhat importflint 

5 Not very important 
(5) ^ Very unimportant 

30. Staff /p^irent relationship 

^Xl) 118 Very important ^ 

p ■ ■ 

^ Quite impbrtant . 
(3) 25 Somewhat importartt 

(^) 5 Not very important 

( 5 ) . 0 Very unimportant 

31. Staff/staff ;relationships . 
Xl) 171 Very important 

(2) ^_5^ Qu,ite "important, . 

(3) 10 Sortiewhat iiifjportant 
'C*)^ 0 Mot ver^;r Important 

' . ■ .. , ' ;■ 

(5) £ Very unimportant ► 



Mean : 2 . 5281 



S.D, 



Mean 
S.D. 



Mean 
S.D. 



9681 



1.5897 
.8303 



1.6U53 
.7^71 



Mean:' l.'31«*9 
S.D.: .5^97''"" 
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r (l ) I3b Very .important . 
(2) _78 Oulte important, 



3U. 



(3) 22 Son^fjwhat ' important ^ 
(<♦) ' ,2 Not very ImjJortan^ 

• * . t V ■ • . ♦ 

(5)2^0 Very .^uhimpdr taint - ' ' ' 
33" . -Staff ' lp^op<jn4enoe^^^g^ 

■ •• .c ' V ^ ' ■ ' 

J ) Ij^ Very iniportaiit 

'. " ■ ^- ^ ' ' ■ ^ ■ • .^^ 

(2) m Oulte important - ' 

' ' ^^'^ 2U Somewhat important 

4 Not ' v:<ery important 

(5) ^0 Very unimpdrtant ^ . , 

The j^taff evaluation ^Jrocedure^ in' your center 

f . - 

(1) 78 Very import aixt ' * ■ > 

(2> 03 Quite important ■ 
( 3 ) 53 "Somewhat important 
(^) ^ 8 Not very important 

(5) 1 Very unimportant ^ , ^ ' 

Degree of 'staff authority ' 
(1) 63 . Very important'- * ^ 

lOU Quite important 
(3) Somewhat irt|pd^tant 
i^) 21 Not very impof'tant, 



35 



36. 
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(5) 1 Very unimportant^ 

Staff /child relationships* 
(1 ) 206" Very Important ^ - 
(.2-) 23 Quite important • 
(3 ^/ 3 Somewhat important, 

W 1 Not very ..import ant 

(5) « 1 Very unimportant ' 




: 1.5517 



$,D..:^. ^ .7006 



■Mean 
S.D. : 



Mean 

S . D . ; 



Mean 
S.D. • 



Mean 
S.D. ; 



1.6638 



.7820 



1,9731 
. .8798 



1.8296; 
.7984 



1-1538 
'.4835 



23^ 



4 

'223 



13 

223 



13 

23H. 



"37- Financial rfisoutxses of the center 



m.l:'. ;lv9638 V 



221 V ; 



(1) 7$ .Very important , ?^ 

'92. Qult« important 
(3) . . 37 Somewhat impplrtant 

(^) 9 Not' very important ^ - 

^ ' • ♦ ' • ■ -* ,1 • ■ 

( 5 ) 5 ' Very ..unimportant " ' ^- - J- ^ " ; \ ' r' 

38 ,/-'Sofne peppie see. ^hlldr^n..acti^^^ one w^y while other people see them 'acting 
• ,; in other. w^^ys.^.lBelow Is a list of, behaviors . '-How, 'many .'dhildren ;do y6u 
. .see acting in the following ways in your cliissroom? ' • 



15 



^ "behavvlor 1 v / 
TOTAL: - ' MISSING: 


•' ■ ■ ■ 


Almost 
All 


1. i<i . .. 

' Many s , 


About - 
Half 


" Some ' 


Almost 
None 


• . , 21.1 ■ • . ■•. " . 
' (1 ) Scared easily 


25 


3 


■ 2 . 
7 


3 

' 7 


n .. > 


5 

. 103 . 


% ' 22^ 
(2) Shy, sweet ^ 


12 • ■ 


5 


15 








' ^ 22^^ . , 
( 3 ) Cri^s to get their way 


12 


3 


22 , 


17 


131 


51 ' 


218 

(U) Tattles " - , ' * 


18 

I' 


22 


■•^38 '. ■ • 


35 


■ 97" ' 


26' 


221 _ ' • , 
< 5 ) Draws many pictures . 


15 


62 


■ 73 •'. = 


/ 48 


.47 


1 


. — 22U 

(6) Plays rough games 




18 • 


36 " 


63 . 


»94 ^ . 


14 


o / 222 , „ 
(7 ) Builds with -blocks 


11* 


79 ■ 


65 


41 


30 


•• 7 


2i'2 " . 
(8 ) Plays . houS|9> 




79 


56 ■ 


•♦P. .. . ■ 


35 




22«+ • , 
{9} Is bossy ,-1. 


12 


8 


. 32 


'^"'25'.. 


128 


31 ' 


223 - ' \ . 
(10) Talks a lot 


■^■13 , . 


42 


"87 


^3 


" - 7 • * 

41 


.'40 


: ■ 222 
.• (11) Plays in dirt * 


lU 


88 


68" 


,29 


\ 

3i 




22H 

. (12) S^ys please and thank-you 


. 12 » ■ 


■ 37 


51. 


•45 . 


69' 


22 


223 

(13) Likes to learn 


13 ■■■ ; 


91 


75' 


25 


30 ^ 


2 


222 

(1^) Makes trouble 


44 -■ „ ... 




17 


15^^ 


131 . 


. 57r . 


. ■■ - 222, ■.. ■ . ^ 

"(15) Feels for others 

" ' ■■ ■ ■■ ■ . — - ■ - 




; 38^ • 


66 


43 


■ 66 / 


9 . 


221 

(16) Follows dil?ections ' 


15 \ . . 






46 ' ^ 




1 


223 • / " 
' (17) Asks a lot of queSstions 


13 


58 : 




47. 


i 

t' 29 : ■ 


' 6 ' * 


.223 , ■■ ■ ■ 

(18) Is a leader 

■ „ ' 1 ~ ; 




^ - ■ 


■ 2,0': 


'48 / 

— SLz. — / 


133 
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r 



•.V'. 



4 • 



-J 



.1 <> ...... • .• , * • • - y ^ . ■ ■ - 



■•■tj I 



V 



^ ' ^ «irl9 -^qtliig^ W VMle other j>«ppl« see them-aet ihg - in • 

•.:,V ?J^;j^*y?; -;«*^<>^ •ia-a-.H8t..oii...k^h«vlora.- Hov many girls do you sea Icting « 
; th<^ fouling „ - " . ■ 



Bwhavjor 

TOTAL: ' • MISSING: 
. (1 ) Scared easily \ 


Altpost 
All/ 

• ;;1 ; 

5 


m ^- ^ , 

r 

A Many 

t 8 


- - - 

About 
Half . , 

, 3 

19 


Some 
4 
95 


) Almost 
None* ; 

5 

'83 


(2) Shy, swit , " / 




. 20 


■■ 

/ 


• 1:^6 


3'3 


(3) Cries tb get their way 


8 


15 


17, 


117 


(55 


(i.)"-iata.,"<' ft. 

* 


13 


30 


rv 1 \, ~- 

■ \ 

29 N 


105 


ua 


(5) Draws mfeiny pictures ' , 


69 


61 


7- 7^ T 

47 


\ 40 




<6) 'plays rough g^es 


16 


22 


m 


^85 


■ 56 


(7) Builds 2i?h blocks" 


«3 ^ 


52 


26, 


■^63 


15 


. (8) Plays hllie ' - 


107 
it .. 


57' 


31 


22 


5 


(9) Is boss?^^ , ^ - 

■ : ^ — ■ • . ' _ 


13 


33. 


.33 


108 


35 


(;10) Talks a^JSt 


H5 


85 


43 


37 ' 


10 


(n) Plays: in^Sirt . 


^ 70 


55 


39 


- 41 


15 


Tl2). Says please and thank-you 


i»3 


M8 


48 


67 


16; 


(13) Like8„to!^Lam 


91 


72 


24 


29 


4 


(!•♦) Makes trouble- 




m 


18 


,108 


75 


(15) Feels fbr^others 


46 


72 


: .42. 


53 ' ■ 


,5 


(16) FolloWs^5i?;'ections " . ^' ' 




90 


1*0 


28 


0 


(17) Asks a Jo? of questions 


56 


88 


r-1 ■ ...-4 

• 35 




7 


(18) Is a lUJ^r ' 


8 


■ ■? 

. 28 • - ' 


44 ■ • 


113 1 


'2l' ' ' 
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«40-. Some Ipeopl© see boys acting one 'way whi,le ot>ier:peQple see them acting dn 
other way3^, Below is a list\^of biphaviors. How many boys do yoir-see act^ 
ix) the following ways in. yoviA cla?)sroom? 



1 <* _ 

o . 


Behavior 




Almost 
1 All 


Many 


About 
Half 


S6me 


Almos 
None 




TOtAL: ^ ^ MISSING: 






2 , 


3 




5 ^ 


O 

(t) 


" 215 ■ 
Scared easily 




\ . 

- \^ 


.^ 1 


7 


101 


103 


' ' (2) 


221 

Shy, sweet 




■ \ 


0 ' * 


12 


139 


, 60 


(3) 


222 . ' , 
Cries tp get theii;' "way 


- 14 , 




10 


12 


132 




(4) 


220 ' 
TattXes * 


'16 




24 • 


.'-37 


* 116 


29 


V (5) 


218 

Draws many pictures 


18 - 


""T\ — — " 

50 A , 


66 


43 


54 


5 


" i ^^^^ 


221 ,. ' 
PJ.ays rough games 


15 


57 A 


. 81 ^ 


39 


40 


, • 4 


1 * ~ 
1 c 


218 

Builds with blocks 


18 ■ 




74 


■ 23 


17 ' 


,5 


V. (8) 


^ 219 . . ' 
Plays house 


17 » 




59 " ■ 


Ml ' " 


i 


15 




220 • . . 
Is bossy 


16 


^ 9 


• 25 


^ ' 37 ' 


127 


22 " 


> 

(10) 


219 
Talks a lot 


17 


45 


85 


41 


41' 


• ■> ■ ^ 

O 

7 


(11)" 


216 ' s 
• Mays in dirt 


2^0 ■ ■ . 


108 


, 61 


19. 


24 


.4 


(12) 


215 ' ' 
Says please and thank-you 


17 


24 


i ' 

36 iV 


"52 ^ 


'82 


• 25 


(13) 


219 

Likes to learn 


17 . 


79 


\ 

80 


30 


28 


2 • - 


(14) 
(15) 


217 

Makes trouble 


'19 


5 




'■■■25 


■ r-^ — . 

120 • 


1. — ^ 

25 


^.218 
Feels for 6thers 


18' 


26 


'. r 

■i 

67 


32 


82 ; 


11 


(16). 


218 

Follow^ direct lorur 


1»8 


. 39 


. 83 V 


5^ ^ — — . 

52 . ' 


• 42 . 


. 2 ' 


• . ; (17)- : 


220 ' 
Asks a lot of cjuestions ^ 


16 . 


'55 . ' 


— . — ^ 

87 ' 


^3 




. . 7 , 


: (18) ■ 


217, 19 
Is a JLeader * ( ^ 

■ r • ^ -r—, • - ' 


. 12 

- '■ T- 


35 


^8 \/ 




11 



Some people believe that boys should behave In certain, ways and girls should 
behavft ^n t>ther w»ys. Other people do not believe in those- differences. 
; DO you s»gree, that boys ' behavior should be different from girls'? " '"23«4 

-.22, Agree - ' ^ . Mean:' S.WS ' "\ ^ 

^2) Agree somewhat . , . , ' s.D. : l...U12'4 

'or' '••"■■,:'<>■ ' .. .. • " ■ 

jl'i. Nei^^er- agree nor dlsaj^refe *' . ' . ^. 

, " ■ ' ' ' ' ' 

(^) M2 Disagree somewha^f ' . 

(5) _J79"Disagree ' ^ > / • . ■ ■ ' . o 

|oine centers seem to' te^ch " or encourage bby.s and girls to behave differently ' 

from each other. To what fextent does your day cai^ center teach them to , 

act differently? ■ . . ' > ' , ' 227 

Very much „ ; • Mean: /f.OO09 

lot : ' - ' ' , 's.D.: .8973 

(3),_51 Some' / . ' ■ 

8Q Vet'y little, ' • . / . ' 
.(5) __7Z Not at all ^\ ^ 

The yi,ay 'care center ?hoiil_d_ t^tj, or encourage "boys and girls to ict differently. 

" , ' * " ' 229 

> ^.13. Agree • - -.Mean: S.QSMS . " 

(2) _3€:^Agree somewhat' /' \ s D • 1 2808 ' 

- . ; ■■ ' \ . ^ 

:(3T 39 IWeither cigree nor disa^re^e * , • 

^(4) 36 Disagree somewhat ' . ^ • 

(5V 115 Disagree • . , . \ ^ ^ 

As a staff member, there are some parents you talk with of ten and some you 
may ^ not talk with at all^ On the average, how oftert^do \rou talk wi^tb'mosf ' ' " 
parents about their child's growth? • >>k^^^ • . . 215 

(1) 3 Several times a day ^ean: . 'f^if093 ^ i. 



9 



(■2) ;__r7 Once a day-' > ^ \ » ' S.D 



1 .1879 



(3) 20 Three or four 'times' a week 
(Hh 60 Once or twice a week " 



79 Once, or twice a^tnonth ' ^ 



^How often do you talk with most parents about 'the day care center? 

(!)• 6 Several times ^ a day Mean: 4.M101 

(2) 15 Once a day - S.D. : 1.21U3 

(3) . 16 Three or ^ four times a week . 

(H) 63 Oncte or twice a week - ' 

(5) 81 0nc6 of^ twicer a mor^h 

(6) J|i6 Not at all \ 

How often do- you Complain to your supervisor about the day care center? 

(I) 2 Several tiines a day \ M^an: 5.-1038'. 

^ jL_i ^ . S.D.: '1.0966 

(3) Three or four^^lPnes a week . . . 

' . - ■ i ' 

(4) 6 ' Otice Or twice a week 

(5') 85^ Once or twice a month ^ ^ / 

(6) _91 Not la#air ' 

/ ■> ' ^ . ^ V 

There may be some staff members you talk with often about children in the 
day care center atnd some you may not talk with at all. In general, how 
often do you talk with other ,s;taf f about cjjiildren in the center? 

(1) 132 Several times a day Mean: 1-9027 

(/) _36 Once a day , , ' . S.D.: 1.3163 

(3^ 2& Three or four times a week .- ' 

(U) 15 Once or twice a week 

(5) !•+ Once or twice a month 



(6) _JI^ Not at all 

* 

How often do you talk with other staff about 'the day care center? 

(1) 81 Several times a day . Mean :|p2. 6968 

(2) ^2 On<i0 a day ' , ^ S.D.t 1.6330 

(3) 30 Three or four times a week 

(^) , U2 Once or twice a week . * 

(5) 23 Onqy or twice a month ^ ■ : 

CB) Not at all - ' q »^ 



^9, 



5Q 



Baaed on whatever knowledge you have about the children's families and " 
home background. Including the eoenomlc conditions of the families, what 
Ip the level of. formal education you believe most of the children in this 
cepter\will attain? 

<1) f^lnish junior high School • , Mean: 3.67t+8 

, i_ ^ high school but not graduate S.D. : i.0293 ' 

Graduate from high school, , ' ' 

*o college but not graduate ' ■ . 

Graduate' from, college 

' >' ~" ' , ' ' , , 

How often; do you feel that your opiniohs influence day care decisions? 
-ii. Never ^ Mean: 3.167U 



(2) U2 Rarely . , 
-IL. Occasionally 
(^♦) 53 Often 
(5) Very Often 



S.D.: 1. 0^198 



51, 



How often do you send information to parents on programs in the center? 



(1) 0 Several times a day 

(2) 2_ OncG a day 

k 

(?) 15 Three or four times a week 
C)nce or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 

(6) 51 Not at all ' 



> 



Mean: U^.8406' 
S.D.: ^.9131, 



52 



Pay d«B« vwker* have many diffarant thoughts Ibput parents who use day 
• oara pantars. * In ganaral , what kind of parents do you think use this 
center? 



(1) 


10 


^ Ex<!^llent 


(2) 




Very good 


(3) 


* 82 


Good ^ 


.(^) 


51 


Satisfactory 


(5) 

< 


11 


Not very good 


(6) 


3 


Poor 


(7) 


^0 


-Extremelyrj^oor 



\ 




Mean 
S.D. ; 



3,0379 
1.0135 



53. 



2.5256 
.8361 



.Many people have, told us they know what kind of day care workers parents 
Ithink they are.. What klpd of day care worker do^you believe parents think 
/you ar^? . . , 

' _1L_ Excellent 
^5 V^ry good 
OX 7U Xidod . . * 

27 Satisfactory 

I ■ . , ^ ^ • ■ ; ■ • 

^ ^^'^ very good 
(6)^^ 0 Poor 



Mean: 
S.D. : 



(7) 0 Extremely poor 



It ia Important for children to be ©xpoaed to othiv cultures eind 
natloMrU^t J^es . . ' 



(1) , 132 StronKly atitree Mean: 1.6^14 ^ 

__80 Agi-ee , • S.B.: .8355 

(3) ^9 Agree somewhat . * ^ 

' (4) 7 Neutral "^^ , " ' 

(5) ' 2 Dlsa^ee somewhat * v ^ 

(6) 1 Disagree . , ^ 

(^) 0 Strongly disagree ( 

The day care center in which I work seems to emphasize one particular way 
of life. ^ 

\ s 

Strongly agree - Mean: ■Vr205*+ 

(2) __3M; Agree i S.D. : 1.736Q 

(3) *»5 Agree somewhat . ^ ^ 
(U) U3 Neutral ' . . 

: * » ■ ■ V ' 

(5) 2^ iDisagree somewhtit ' . ^ • . 

(6) .45 Disagree 

(7) Strongly di^gree , / 

• ^' " ' . 

The waiy of life we^ emphasize in this day care center is different from the 
iffy of life of most of the families using this center. # 

5. strongly agree . Mean: 4.5158 

(2) - 19 Agree ' - • s.D. 1.5539 

(3) 39 Agree somewhat 

W 48 Neutral ( > 



(5) 30 Disagree somewhat 

(6) 64 Disagz<ee 

(7) 16 Strongly disagree 



— V S7v Th« d,y t.«re, o,nt»s« »Hould malStain ohildrm'. cultural and natlonTl 



ways. 



>22 



( 1 ) 36" Strongly agi^ee^ 

(2) >65^ Agree 

(3) 56 Agree somewhat 
33 Neutral 

-i-L- Disagree somewhat 
(6) 7 Disagree . '"^ 

^"^^ J- Strongly dljMgree 



Mean: J2.8153 
S.D.: 1.3109 



lU 



'1 



to I 



INDIANS 



MEAN; 



Successful 



'S.D. 



3.622^ 

t:xcitabj.<? ^'^ : 
..Z 3. 6970 



TOTAL : 

J !. Unsuccessful ^ 

1.2209 • 135 



MISSING: 



Calm 



3. 7.079 



ResponsiBle 

2.606r 



1 .3756 



1.1982 



Defensive 



132 



132 



1 .llO't 



Irresponsible 
132 



Selfish 



'1 .3023 



1 .1766 



■ Beautiful 



2.1716 



II. 20MF 



JUnself ish 
Ugly 



Rich 



Poor 



tf .5303 



1 .2259 



Friendly 



2.5U89 



Gra'^eful 



2.514U8 



TTJo^ 



Ufifrienclly^ 



Awkward 



Slow 



3.8281 



Serious 



2.8872 



Hardworking 



T7266^2 

■ ^Fast^ 

172866 

: ' H umorous * 

TTlTM" 



2.3939 ^ 



Good ■ 



' 2.20ojo 



T.oi+eT ■ 

^Bad 

1.0146 



La zy 



Clean 



2.5789 
Powerful, -t 



1.1561 



Dj>rty 



Powerless 



3.3835 



Grateful* 



2.8189 



1 .3680 



Ungrateful 



.9547 



129 



134 



132 



133 



.134 



128 



133 



132 



130 



133 



133 



127 



ioi 

104 

t 

104 ' 
104 
107 
102 

s 

104 

103 



4 V 



102 



108 



103 



104 



106 



103 



103 



\ 



BLACK AMERICANS 

Clean 



Beautiful 



2.2260 



V 



Excit^ible 



Selfish 



.3.8310 



Powerful 



. 3.1319 

Hardworking 

•2.622«r 

Aggressive 



, 2. 93140 



Grateful 



2.8689" 



Serious 



3.U926 
%iccessful 



2. 9310 



Rich ^ 



3.9930 



Slow 



3.82m 



Friendly 



2.4897" 



Good 



S.D. 



' 2.70U2 . 

Responsible ^ 
' 2 . 6U3'i . 



TOTAL: 



MJSSING: 



J Dirty 
1TIT79 



TMiT 



"i:i03T 



Calm 



I'fS 
1M6 
l't2 



1 .2184 



Irresponsible 
143 



1 . 3207 



Unselfish 



1.2417 



Powerless 



1.1056' 



Lazy 



142 



144 



143 



Defensive 



1.3411' ,130 
J)ngrateful 



1 .1308 



1 .305^ 



l7T096 

^Poor 

" .9926 ■ 

Fast 



Humorous 



Unsuc'cessful 



1.2071 



■ , 2.4296 
.Graceful t 



1.1733 
Bad 

rrr448 



Unfriendly 



"TTi^ 



. Awkward 



135 
141 
145 
142 

140' 

145 

142 

141 



r ■ 



91 



90 



94 



93 



94 



92 



93 



98 



101 



95 



91 



94 



96 



■91 



94 



95 



'?^7:'•^ 



ORIENTAL AMERICANS 
M^AN: 

/Aggressive 



0 



Selfish ' 



Successful. 



2.5m7 



Grateful 



2.5769 



Clean 



2.1U07 



Powernil 



2 . 95U9 



Good 



2.3507 



Beautiful 



2.0301 

\ 



-Gr6|ceful 



2.2197 

Responsible 
2.2206 

Rich : 



' 3.2t*81 

V 

Hardworking 
2.0730 

Excitable 



3. 59^0 



Friendly 



2.3258 



Serious 



2.8^2^ 



Slow 



3.95U5 



S.-D. : 



TOTAL: 



Defensive 



1.1181 



Unselfish 



1. 2U58 



9962 



" 136 
135 

Unsuccessful s 
136 



J Ungrateful 



.9053 - 
Dirty 



.9786^ 



Powerless 



.9682 
Bad 



1.0779 



Ugly 



.9688 



130 



135 



133 



13U 



133 



1.0213 

^ I 



JVwkward 

132 

Irresponsible 



. 9083 
Poor 



Lazy 



.8370 



Calm 



1.243U 



_Un friendly 



^9287 



Humorous 



1.1067 

i.mu9 



136 
133 
137 
133 
. 132 
133 
132 



MISSING; 



100 



101 



100 



106 



101 



103 



102 



103 



lOU 



100 



103 



99 



103 



lOH 



103 



104 



■ I- ■ 



SPAMISH-SPEAKING AMERICANS 



MEA^; 



Clean 



■2.8t)71 
Successful^ 



3.91-65 



Selfish 



3. -9058 
Responsible^ 



2.7254 



Rich 



U. 11,35 
Graceful : 



2.6286 



Good 



2^.6028 
Hardworking 

2.43^7 
Beautiful 

2.3357 

i. 

Aggressive 



3.0;lU7 
Excitable 



2.8841 



Slow 



' • 3.7536 
Powerful : 



3.3597 
Grateful : 



2.80»+5 



S^rirous 



3.208B 
f'riendly 



2.3500 



TOTAL: 



MISSING: 



Dirty 



1.2227 



lUO 



Unsuccessful 



139 



1.1101 ^ ; 

: _Unsfelfish 

1.2136* . 138 

: ^Irrespon s ibl^e 

1.0794 ,.. 142 



( 



Poor 



9790 



Awkward 



.9770 

Bad 



1. 2123 



1.0810 



1 . 1 034 



_ugiy ; 

Defensive 



1.0886 



Calm 



1.1965 
1.1450 



Powerless 



1.1420 



Ungrateful 



1 A)332 



Humorous 



1.1639 



Unfriendly 



1.0589 * 



141 



140 



141 



140 



140 



136 



138 



188 



139 



133 



139 



140 



96 



97 



98 



94 



95 



96 



95 



96 



96 



ioo 



98 



98 



97 



103 



97 



96 



WHITE AMERICANS 



1 



MEAN; 



Clean* 



2.U681 



Successful 



2.3028 

Hardworking 
' 2.5105" 

Friendly : 



2.6879 



Rich' 



2 . 93*75 



Slow 



U.2305 

Responsible 

2.560F 

Excitable • 



2.9071 



Grateful 



2.9568' 



Powerful 



2.UU83 



Aggi'^ssive 



2.57U5 



Selfish 



3.1399 



Graceful 



2.8881 



Beautiful 



2.5070 



Serious 



3. 2374 



S.D. : 



TOTAL; 



MISSfNG: 



,9453 



Dirty ;- 



»504 



141 

Unsuccessful 

' 142 

Lazy 



/ 



,9106 m3 

J 

Unfriendly 



1.029^1 

_Poor 

1.0325 

Fast 

.9427 



141 



144 



139 



.9131 



Irresponsible 
141 



Cal 



, 9588 



1.1413 



Ungrateful 



.9995 



1.0017' 



1.3563 



- Powerless 

JDefensive 
Unselfish 



Awkward 



1.0555 



7^83 



:''Ugly 



Humorou 



1 . 0940 



140 



139 



145 



141 



143 



143 



139 



95 



94 



93 



95 



92 



97 \ 



95 



96 



97 



91 



95 



93 



93 



97 



63. - Do you have any children? 

(1) 70 Yes 

(2) J 162 No 
If yes, how many In all 

How many under six 



(3) 



/- 



1.U107 



.2870 



1.6579 
\6275 



61*. Do you have any ct^ldren enrolled In this center? 

(1) ' a2 Yes 

(2) 215 No 

65. Do you have any children enrolled In another day care center? 



(1) 


5 


Yes 


(2) 


221 


Nq 


Your 


age 




(D- 


13 


Under 18 


(2) 


132 


18-25 


(3) 


55 


26 - 3U 






35 - 


(5) 


12 


^5 - 5H 


(6) 




• • /' 

55 and over 




67; Please check the highest level of educatlon^ou hav^Hc^pleted : 
^«ss than 12 years of school 

^2) U9*frigh schApl diploma or equivalent ^ 

— 1-3 years of college > ; 

59 Bachelor's degree- 

'♦O Some graduate school 



68. What typet of <l«y care-related training experiences did ioul»av«^ before 
working here? (Check all that apply) ' \ — 

_10U Previous job(s) ^ .. ' 

.. . , ^ . .. .... 1 . J 

55 Staff training) at this center ■ 
(3) 109 Related classes ' ' , . 

92 Related volunteer experience' 
(?) 56 Other ^ please specify 
^' (6) VfS^None ' 



69. 



> 



What types of 4ay care-related training experiences do you presently 
take part in? (Check all' that apply) * , , 

^-^^ 97 Staff training at^ this center ' 

(2) 95 Workshops and seminars .'vj - ^ « • 

(3) 73 Related classes - ^ ' . 
39 Related volunteer experiences ^ s ' 

(5) "28 Other, please specify 

(6) 55 None , ' 



FAMILY QUEiSTiONNAIRE ' 



Aj<O flYMQU S'-ANp' CONFIDENTIAL . ' - 



ill.' 



•. ^NAT.JONAL~SCIENCp -TOUNDATK^N ' 

rfuDENT^ORIGINATED STUDIES PROJECT ' 



..^ .... :J ^..i > J^^ji;'.g:ERACTlONS. mWEEN • FAMILIES AND DAY CARE CBNTE^S V 



' : o This questionnaire ..is part .of a study ab®ut day Citire^-centers and ' ' - r; 
faipilies in -^:he greater Lansing Ave a. Day care ."qenter staff and famili^ii^ 
.:. ■• who use availaMe day care. centers are being interviewed- • 

••• V- - ' . ■■ '■ ■•• ■ - 

* ' . \ responding to the items- in the questionnaire, there are several ' 

points we would like to emphasize. . ' * 

ri. All of. your answers are ANONYMOUS AND CONf IDENTIALV 6nly. members -of the ' 
; 're9earch team will see the que,stionnaires . No othei^erson will be permitted 
to review your . r,gsponses . ' . ' 

.2. You are fr^e to^refuse fo answer any question without penalty. We would 

• f ^ appreciate; however, .your answering this questionnaire as completely as 

possible . . . • . , • '• . • 

" Instructions . , . 



,2." Some items can 'be answer,ed by CIRCLING the number hext to the one answer, 
you c^tose. ^ ' , ■ ^ .. ■ .n- 



READ EACH QOESTION CAREFULLY, and answer it to; the- best of your ability, 

T ' What is your sex? 
>f • *^ ■ . 

(1) Male . ' ^- ^ ' 

, ' ■ ' ■' " (2) Female . , " n 

3., If you do not understand a question, please ask the interviewer to explain 
' it tcyou. , He/she will be happy to help in anyway he/she can. ' 

' ■• ' • THANK YOU FOR YO^JR" ^CO0J>ERATION ■ " ' 



.•>l 

I-'.-' S«x:..-,-' 

\ (1) 137 Hale. ; 
. (2) 21 7^ Female 

->,"' 

, Majfltal sfatus! 



9. Single 
' "\'( 3,,) _25- Separated 

V ■- (1) 177 Protei't^t, 
: (2) 52 Catholij^c '. 



(3) 12 Jewish 




^A^) 31 -Other; > please specify" 
(5)-v. 77 .None ' ^ 

- , V .. • \ ^ . 

Race:./ ' ^ ^ 

( 1 ) 7^ American Inc^ian,^ 




TOTAL:' ~ 35H 



0 



. 0 



5 

353 



(3) Orier)t^l^^ . - ^ T 

J^L'Sp^^^sh-sdrft^J^ (S{^^i^h-An)er,ican, Mexican-American, Puerto 

... . \* .■ ^' { • / .... 

in,j> Cuban) . : - - -s 



(5)1 265 White' 




) 



How many children do you have who are: 

(1) .U!<der 2-1/2 years 

(2) ■• 2-1/:? years "t^o 6 'yearis 
(^) ' 7 -J 15 



How many hours a' week does your child . (or- children ) attend tl^e Day Care Center;? 



How 



long has your.;^|a^l (or children) been in the present day <:are: center? ' 
years months ' 



If- you had your choice whidh one c5f the folloWng kinds of child care v^ould 
you prefer? ■. , ' . "350 

Family member caring f or ■ the ch'ild in your home 

^^"^^ -IjL Relative or friend caring for the chi^d in -your home 

^3) 2 Relative or friend caring for the child in their home " ' 

> 

H ..Sitter caring for the child in your home ' ' 

Sitter caring for the child In their home ' 

\ - ♦ 

(.6) '257 Present day care cen-ter C 

(7) 12 Anotiier day care center ^ -^^^ ^ ^ % 

(8) _1 3^ Other; please specify ■ ■ ' ' * r 

(go j^O None (you would tak^care of child > ' ^ 

What other types of child care\do you presently use In^dditiori to the day " 
care center? (Check all that apply) ' , , ' 352 

JH. f^niily member caring for the. child in your home " • 

(2) _83 Relative or friend caring for, the child in your home ' • ^' 

(3) 130 Relative or frieftd caring for the child in their home 

^'^^ A!*i Sitter caring for the child in your home ' w 

(5) m Sitter caping for the child in their home 

(6) 6 Other; please specj.fy ^ 

.(7) 61 -None ' ^ ■ ' , * ' ' ' r> 



10, 



11 



12. 



13. 



What types of oblid care did you use before your child was enrolled in the 
present daAare center?. (Check as many as, apply) . 

Family member caring for th<s child, in you':^ honie • . " 

'Relative or friend caring fbr the ^hild In your home 

f^elative'^br friend caring f of' the chil(!f %\y their' home ' " ' 

_JZ Sitter caring for the child in your home'.' ' >- ■ ^' 

(5) 110 Sitter ca'ring or the child In their homo " ' 

(6) 62 Another day care center ' r ^ 

(7) ' 15 Other; pleajse specify ^ 



^^"^ (y<^^J took care of child,) 
How does your chiW usually ^et to the center? 

._!iZ provided, by the center 

-( 2 ) 165^ J)r;lven by you . ' 

(3) 62 Driven by spouse 
(^0 . 1 Driven by a friend or neighbor 

(5) _10 Walks . ; ^ ^ 

(6) 3 Other; please specify 



(7) J62 • . - . ^ . 

How far^ is the day care center from your home?. 

"ft 

(1) 6C 5 blocks o•^ less f 

(2) 5U Over, 5 blocks but under 1 mile 

(3) 176 1 to 5 miles - 
CU) _62 Over ,5 miles 

f^ow far is the day- care center from your job?' 

_22^ 5 blocks or less 

^ ^ ^ 

(2) _30 Over 5 blocks but und^t^ 1 mile 

(3) 157 1 to. 5 miles • ^ " , 



0. 
352 



2 

353 



1 V 

311 



(U) I02^0ver 5 miles 



U3 



i 



lU . How much do you pay the oenter each week to, care for your child? 
' $ week~ ' - " • ' . 



15.. 



16, 



>17. 



Which of the- following speoial services are madfe Wdilable to you and your 
tamily at the dar^ £a£^^ (Check all that apply) 3 

tl) , 59 Parent educat^lon services 



(2) V »42 Kedical services 

Special' educational serviies 

(4) 52 Counseling services ^ 

(5) 32 Other; please specify 

(6^' 180 None , " ' ; 




17 



Which of the following special services made available to you at the day 
care qenter xio you use? (Check all that apply) ^ ' 3uh 

/ • • v 

\ education services ^ t ' ^ 

(2) 2U Medical ^service^s - 

^2 Spec /a 1 educational services . ' - 

(4) '35 Counseling services ^ ' r ^ , * 

(5) -17 Other-; pleap.e specify ' 

' ■ ^— f 

(6) 226 Nohe • ' ' ' - 



Which of the f(?a.lowing special services in the community are made known to 
you and your family by the day tare center^?"Tcheck all that apply) 3 

(1) _J42 Medical services 

(2) 28 Individual counseling 

(3) 15 Marriage and family counseling » 



10 



27 Adult educational services 

(5) _3H Psychological testing 

(6) 16 Other; please specify 



(7) 239 None ^ ' . . • ; , 10 



18 



19 



20, 



Parents have many different opinions and "feeJilngs about the child 
can© tft«y use. ' Here are some \hinga about Say care . Please check 
how satisfied you are with each . (^f - tjl^e fQllowing. y . v 



- ^^-^"IQ coijvenienQ| for you, woy^ld you say that your day .care cer^ter 



Mean = 1.0917. 



Is : ■ ^ 

(1) .X^i^ Extremely qonvenient 

(2) 109 Very convenient 

(3) . .72 cSriVenient ' ' ; . ' • ' 

(^O 16:Jlot very convenient j . ' , ^ 

' • . I ^ ' . 

(5) 3 Not at all. convenient i 

' ■ ■ . / . ^ 

In terms of dependabili t y , being ^ble to count on it everyday ^ 
would you say that day care is: 



■J J 



Melan = '1,11119 
S.D. = ,63MM 



(1) 28'4- Extremely dependable 

(2) 92 Very ^dependable 1 

(3) _25^ qependable 

(^O 1^ Not very dependfbble!" 

(5) -0,. Not; at all dependable ' 

In terfns of how good the pricfi is,- for you, .would you say that the 
price of your day ''care center is: • i 



(1) _95 Extremely good 

(2) _87 Very 'good - _ ' 

(3) 125 Good 

'(»») 22 Not very, good 
(5)' i| Not at all good 



Mean = 2.2583 

S.D. = '-.gsus 





h. an terms of how capable the people alp©, that 1$, how well th^, people 

know what they are doing, would you say that the people at your day care 
center 'are': \ ^ 3^^^ 

^^ (1) IIU Extremely, capa^ble r ' ^ Mean ^ t .95H^ 

■ . ' (2) VV7 Very ^capable . S.D. - 809M ' ^- ^^'^^ 

*" " ... ' 

^ ■ ■ ■ ■ ^ ^- •" 

(3) _89 Capable ••• ' . :|| ..'-r ' 

(^) 6 Not very cfvpable ■ 

( 5 ) ^1 Not at all capable' ' ' ' 3 

22. In terms of teaching your children new things, would you say that your 

day care cenljer does: - 35'f 

(1) 135 An excellent job Mean - 1..0418 ' 

") iM5^ ^ very go6d job S.D. , ~ .7807 

(3) 69^ An average job ^ } 

(^) ' 5 Not a very good job 

(5) 0 Not a good job at all ■ . ' 0 

23. In term^f discipline , or making your children behave, would you say 

that your May care center does: . . 3147 



107 An excellent job . - "^^ilean 2.0086 

^2) 137_ A very good 'job. ' ^ ' . S.D. = ' .8170 - 

(3) ^6 An average job ' ^ ^ , , 

(4) 7 Not a » very good job ■ « ' 

* ■ 

(5) ^__0 Not a good job at all , 7 

21*. In terms of showing warmth toward your children, would , you say that the 

people at your day care center are: 3119 

" ■. ■ ' . ^ ■ 

(1) IT^'Ibttremely warm toward your children Mean = 1.6132 - 

• 133 Very warm toward youm children . S."D. = .70^6 

(3) Sp Somewhat warm toward your children 

3 Not very warnn toward your children j 

(5) 0 Not at all^warm /Reward y^ur children i 5 



Irr terms of seryjong healthful and nutritious - food to your children, 
would you gay that your day oare center iserves : . 

^ . ■ 

(1) 92, Extremely "heialthful and nutritious food Mean ^ !?.0709 
-{7) 197 Very healthful and nutritious food S.D. .8157 

(3) 1_0U Average healthful and nutritious food 

-^'♦^ ^^'^ very healthful and: nutritious food ' • 

(5) 0 Not at all healthfulfa'nd nutritious food 

In terms of par&nts being involved in the day care center, how much' • 
influence ^do you feel you have on program policies? 

(1) 28 Very much influence Mean = 3.357'* 

(2) US Much influenzae . s.p. = 1.2080 

(3) 115 .Some influence 

(*U) ^70 A little Influence 
(5) ' 75 No influence 

h\ terms of parents' daily concerns for their child in the day care 
center, how jiuch influence do you feel you have in gaining individual 
attention for your cl^ld? 

(1) 77 Very much influence • Mean = 2.3703 

(2) 117 Much influence S.D. = l.O^fGS 

(3) 110 Some inflvience > ' ' 
(U) _23 A little influence 

(5) 16 No ^influence ^ ^ . 



In terms of parents taking part in the day care program, how satisfied 
are you with chances to be involved? 

(1) 7U I ai^ extremely satisfied Mean =-2,4271 

(:2) 82 I am very ^at^isfiqd ^ S.I), - 1.0485 

(3) 157 I am satisfied • ^ ^ 

(4) 23 I am Hot very satisfied 

(5) 3 1 am not at all satisfied :' 



V 



AT THIS P|)INT, S T 0 WORKING ON 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE. TELL THE 



INTERVIEWER YOU HAVE REACHED 



QUESTION NUMBER 29. 



] 



29. 



30. 



QUESTIOMNAXRET 
CODE I - * 



MEAN: 



S.D, 



Chanc\e to take* part in the program 

1.95a0 



Convenience 
■Cost 



8.6690 

i ■ 

6.2057 
8. 097 1| 

Dependability 

3.75m 

Discipline 

-5.591M 

_^ Health Services 

~ 7.8U2U' 



2. 8^22 
2.7253 
2. 2529 
2.U916 
2.9U02 



Parents' influence on own child's needs 

6.5587 2.2569 
Parents'/influence on' program policy 
8.U269 2.1889 
Shows warmth toward your child 

3.05m 2.1271 
Staff competence 

- 3.U057 2.if68U 



\ 



Teaching new things 
U.33U3- 



1 



2.0382 



Ages and number of x^hildren served 

7.8012 . 3.3259 

Chances for parents to take part in day carejprogramV 
L 10.9510 2.9259 , f * 

''^Chances to be with other children 

U.6072 3.23U7 
Close supervision and safety 

U.U9U3 
Competent staff 

3.59U8 ' 



Cost of program 

,9.8156 
Disciplinary practices 
7.2672' 

Education 

, U.928U • • 

Hours open 

6.8937 

Locat ion 

7.223H 

Medical and special services contacts ' 

10.U121 3.0986 
Nutritional program 

♦ ^7.7925 '5.3t+13 
Physical facilities 

■ . •3.b756 



2.895U 
3.0968 
3.51U7 
3.2318 
2 . 8,77U 
3.7U57 
3.7595 



Transportation proVid«d 



T18 



TOTAL 



*3U9 

350 
319 
'350' 
350 
3U9 
3U9 
3U9 
' 350 
^350 
350 

3U7 
' 3U7 
3U9 
3U8 
3U8 
3U7 
348 
3'+9 , 
348 

au9 

3U7 
3U7 
3H7 
3H7 



MISSING; 

> ■ 

5 

^ 5 

, 5 
5 
5 
»♦ 

.r 



7 

7 

5 

6 

6 

7 

6 

5 

6 

5 

7 

7 



7, 



Approximately how many hours during your workweek, do you spend 32^ 

With your chUd? MEAN: 24.5216 S.D.: 13.6610 3o' 

ybu usually spend working and/or -in 
school? ^ ' ^ 



\ r>. » * ^^V' *N • 327 

Working MEAN: 32.0U89 S.D.: 10>5079 . . 27 



(2) In scho"bls MEAN: . 5;5649 S.D.: 11.6272' 

Do you own a television set? 

(1) Yes ^ ^ . . * 

'■^ 

(2) 9 No - . 

^About how many hours per week do your children watcK TV? 

■ K 



MEAN: 10.8529 S.D.: 8.0508 



308 

352 



.310 
lU 



/ 



Parents and children hhv^ many different ways of living together. -Some 
of the txme^hey feel lilce 'being together and o^er tin,es^ ?hey wou^d 
like to be by themselves or do th-trigs with people their own age. Here - 
are some statements about how some families live together. As you think " 
tTrlnsTl Statements try to picture this set^rtng: You and your children 
have.eome ho,me from.youx^ day's activities. You have. been at w^rk, and 
your children have been at the 4ay care center.. Think about what happens 
and how you and your children feel during thjt^xt few hours you are' 
together. How often do these .things happen il^our family? ' 



V, 



35. 



'-'43 



\ 



When we first get together, my Children are liS? 
to be happy to see me 



^'hen we firiF^et together, I "a^TTikely to^bi" 
happy to see my children 



37. Dur.ing th^ tim.5 we are together/l am likil^^EF 
watch T.V. u-ith my c hildren 



38. During the time we are together l"am likelT^ 
fee.1 gru Tpy_or_J^rrit^ble_ 



39. Dur.ing the time we avc together, my children are" 
likely to tell me or show me what they did that 
day. 



no. During the time we are together, l 5:vTIkely~toT 
read to my children. 



Ul. Dur.ing the time we are together, I am likely 

find it necessary to make my children behave by 
spanking th em. 



'^2. -During the time we are together, I am likely"to' 
laugh with my chil dren, 



During the time wc are t"ogethef , I am likely"~to 
explain or teach things to my children. 



Uif. During the t.ime we are together, I am likel^^ 
ask my children to be quieter. 



U5. Dur.ing the time we are together, I am like.i}rto" 
hug or hold my childre n. 

ne. Dur.ing the time we are together, I am likely to 



yell or ^"aJ-s e my-ycg^e^ y^j^^ children 



4-» W 

W > 

o m 

< <tl o 



305 



288 



31 



161 



31 



119 
— *>- 



96 



25 



140 



•in 



V) 
0) 

e 
o 

00 



0) 



55 



66 



18 



127 



91 



22 



171 



161 



107 



155 



61 



149 



223 



50 



136 



139 



58 



90 



176 



H8 



223 



O Q) 

B > 

< 



75 



67 



94 



31 



'43 



47 



3.1 



19 



83 



10 



TOTAL: 
MISSING 

353 

1 ' 

353 

1 . 
G49 

■5 

3'49 
5 

350 
4 
344 
10 

347 
7 
352 
2 

350 ^ 

349 
5 
347 
7 
351 
3 



12.0 



L ^ng^ t^lkin^ loudly ). . 

1*577 During the time we ''are 



"wlog .the time w^e ijre together, my chii'dre^T 
^re. likely to be rambunctious (running, jump- 



log ^he time we '^are together , my childi^en 
are likely to as)^ me g uest jions 



49. During the time we are together, my children" 

a^e likely to get on my -nerves. 

50- During the tml we. are together, I am likely 

to playgames with my c hildren. ~ , - ' 

51. .If I have had a bad day at work^"! am likely ' 

to enjoy my children J.ess during the time we 
are together. 

55. During the time we -are Toge^'-.er, I am likely 

^2_gn£g^>£gg g them to do things for them selve.s . 

^A. During the time we are together, "i am likely" 
_ ,,lo__send_jthe^^ J.o^_4i£qiEiAne^_ 



O 

< 



O 



me 



8 
25 



34 
77 



8 



151 



1^56 
46 



90 



75 



193 



93 



37 



219 



162 



141 



71 



21 



100 



Q) 



10 



57 



49 



54 



126 



5K 



wTOTAL; 



MISSING: 



"2 



14 



40 



0 



7T 
93 



.848 

6- 

8 

3/m 
■ 10 
339 
15 

10 
344 

10 
3t+8 

6 



5U 



. talk JJh ' "'"^ ^^^^ ^^^^-^ '^hom yo« 

talk with often, and some you may not talk with at' all. In general how 
often do you talk with staff members about your child's grSwS? 



3t|9 



(1) 6 Several times a day 

J29 Once a day 

.22. Three or four times a week 
..-22 C>nce or twice a week 
129 Orice or twice a month 
(6) 59 Not ^it all 



Mean = 4.1198 
S.D. = 1.2110 



11 



.55. How often do you talk with day care staff members about the day care center? 
(1)__2 Several tirnes a day^ ' " ^^an = 4,8863 



(2) 10 O nce a day 

'^"^^ Three or fbur times a week 

(4) _64 Once or twice a week 

(5) 153 Once or twice a month 

(6) 97 Not at all 



S.D. = 1.0067 



11 



2!- 



31"; 



v56. How often do yoM c^hplain to the day care center? ; , : 350 

(1) _0 several tlmea a day , ' „„„ , ,^^3 

X2)_^0nce^,;day ^ ' " s.D,^;.U6U2 ' ~ ' 

■•^^^ t Three or four tijTjes^a week , , , ^ ^ 

(»♦) _6 Once or twice a week ^ „ 

^^^llZ ^<=«" or thrice a month . v 

(6) 286 Not at all V 

57. How often ^P|P| f^V;S|J:yo"r oplalon» Influence day car. decisions? 359 

(1-) 13 Very ..often !>v'"'-'''''^ ^ ■ u <« ^ 

v::V : Mean 3 . 6563 v 

(2) 1*0 Often ' ' ^ 
. — . S.D. = Lie?** 

(3) 96 Sometimes . . 
(U) J70 Aavely ^ ' ... 
( 5 ) lOU Never . ■ 

58. How often do ^ou receive information frx,m the day care center on programs? .3.3 
(1) _3 Several times a.day^ / , ^ 5^^^ 

_12 Once a day 

Three or four times a week 

. 90 Once or twice a week 

(5) . 169 Once or twice a month 
Jli at all 

IF^VOO ARE A SINGLE PARENT. PLEASE PlicE AN X, IN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WT DO NOT/ 

"i*" -PO- •bovt your child., growth in the d.y 

(1) _13 Several times a day / ; ^ W 

(2) .Jt0 0nc.a day ' . ■^s.D. = i;5«3 

Three or four times a week J ' " . ^ - 

(U) _9e Once or twice a week < 
ili ^ce or twice a month 
(6) XI Wot at all 

S"^) -ii Question Not Applicable \?2 



S.D. .9800 



11 



317 



....... 



How often do you talk, with your «poutee about the day care center? 



325 



(1) 10 Several times a day . Mean = M.1815 

C^) J!:l0nce a day S.D. =1.39M8 

(3) Three or four-^tlm^s a week . . ^ 

(M) 110 ^Qnc6 or twice a week^^ 

(5) 82 Once or twice a month 

(6,) _23 Mot at ^10, 

-(7) 23 , Question not applicable ^ ■ . , 

-Parents have many different thoughts about day care work^rs^ In general , 
what do you think of the ^taf f at the center that yo\i use? 

(i) 121 Excellent . - ' 



29 



3U7 



(2) 131 ^ery good 

(3) _63^ Good ' ^ 
• (»♦) _30 Satisfa^ctory 

( 5 ) 2_ Not very good 

(6) __2_ Poor 

(7) 0 . Extremely poor 

Many people have told us that 
-think they are. What kind of parents 
you are?^ 

(1) 32 Excellent 

<? ' ■ 

(-2) 118 Very good 

(3) 137 Good / . 

(4) _»»5 Satisfactory 

(5) 2 Not very good 

(6) 0 Poor ^ ' . 



Mean = 2.0U03 
S.D. = 1.0078 



7 

/kind of parents day care workers 
belie vjB day care workers think 

33U 

^ Mean =^2.6018 " 
S.D. = .8596 



(7) 0 Extremely poor 



20 



63, How far do you think your child will, go in school? 

SJy^ 1_ Finish junior high' school ^ Mean = »^.5^28 

' ■ • * ■ ' . 

; (2) Go* to high school but not finish S.D. = .8358 

. V O) 58 Finish high, school ' \ ' 

^ ' / . ~ • . ' Vt, 

• •. 23 Go to college but not. graduate 

. ; . . (5) 259 Finish college ^ . • . • ^ 

. -4^. 1^^- Please mark which the following best describes your housing: 

y^--;; .K-^ (1) 171 Own, home Mean =1.8810 

\)\'-' (2) _81 Rented home • ' SD = 9986 

■ - V. ^ _ , , ' , * ■ 

yHj- '73 Apartment 
# ' \-\*f'(.''^.^j) 28 Other; please specify •• /• 



* ■ ' many cars do you own and use? 



li. . ■ . . - 

J> ; [..if f<l) _24 0 . • ' • . Mean =.2.403^1 . 



66. 



Some' people see children acting one j/ay while othter people see them acting " 
in other ways. Below is a list of H^^haviors. How many children do you 
see aqtlng in the following ways?,. 





Behavior 

.TOTAL: ■ MISSING? 




Almoist 
All 




About 
Haff 




Almost 

nv->i Its 








1 


2 




k 


f( 


(1) 


Sciired easily 


30 


' IB 




^0 


179 


39 


C2) 


Shy, sweet ^ 


10 

-"It 


7 


l^H 


80 


170 • 


17 


(3) 


CrieSi to g^et their way 




3M 


lOM 


69 . 


117 ' 


,f > 
21 


JM) 


91*2 

Tattles 


12 ' 


39 


'102 


, ^71 


11 «♦ 


16 


- (5) 


3»45-n' . 
Draw^ many ' {\ictures 




7U 


119^ s 


71- 


7»* 


7 ■ 


(6) 


Plays rough gamok 


— . — — ^ 


35 


101 , 


' 96 - 


. ' 99 - 


f5 


(7) 


. 3U5 1 
Builds with blofl^s 


9 ^' 


72 ■ 


123 


69 


71 


10 


(8) 


3»46 ■ . 
Plays house 


8 ■ 


81 


126 


' 57 


68 


1'* 


(9)' 


3U5 

Is bossy ' . 


9 


27 


91 • 


89 ^ 


125 


13 


(10) 


, 3148 • 
Talks *a lot 


6 


90 


m5 


69 


35 


1 


(11 > 


3U7 

Plays in dirt .. 


7 


174 


110 


39 




..J... .. 
3 


(12) 


3»47 ^ .7 
Says please and thank-you'' 


20 


92 


110' 


112' 


13 


(13) 


3»4»4 

Likes to learn 


10 


: 118 

1— JL.. . ^ L. 


m3 


55 ' . 


26 


" 2 


m) 


3»46 : 
Makes trouble 


8 


20 


U5. ' 




199 


, 30 


(15) 


3»45 

F^eels for others 


9 




107 


75 


102 


B' 

> 

16 


(16) 


3»46 

Follows Directions 


8 


30 


116 


130 


65 


5 


(17) 


- 3»47 

Asks a lot of questions 




179 


119 1 


i 30. 


16 


3 


(18) 


, 3»46 
is a leader 


8 


9 


U6 


85 


/ 191 


15 



Sgim« p«t6ple see ^lrla acting one way whiJiB othet^ people see them acting In 
other w^ys. Below is a list of behaviors. H6w'many gi,rl8 da you see acting ' 
in the following ways? v / 



■ , Behaviori 

, TOTAL: MISSING: 


\ 


Aimoat 
All 

1 


• 

,Many 

- 2 


About 

Half 
3 


1 

Some 

4 


Almost 
None 

. 5 ■ 


^ • .916 - 
(1) Sckned easily 


38 


32 


61 ' 


72 - 


126 


25 


3U2 ^ . 
(2) Shy, Sweet 


12 


, 30 


98 


92 


113 


9 


'342 

(3) Cries to get their way 


vl2 


40 


Y - , 

99 


74 


113 


< 

16 ' 


. 337 
(4) Tat^tles 


17 


38 


99 


68 


* * 

102 


12 


340 . 

(5) Dr^ws many pictures , . 


14 


08 


143 


.47 


: 66 




. . .• 339 

• (6i) Plays rough games 


15 . ' 


16 


hi 


94 


137 


" ■ - . — f » ■ 


940 

(7) Builds with blocks 


^4 ^ 


69 


87 


66 


99 


19 


' . 342 
(8 ) Plays house . 


•i2 


143 


126 


■ 43 


28 


2 


339 

(9) IS bossy 


15 


— ^ — 1 


94'"' 


91 


101 


^10 


941 

(10) Talks a lot 


13 


.121 


146 


44 


28 




342 

(11) Plays in dirt 


12 


■ — g 

105 ^ 


f , 

99 


72 


61 


5 


339 - ' 15 . A 
'(12) Says please and^thank-y6u 


'30 


. 113 " 


102 


86 


8 


340 " 

1 (13) Likes to learn 


14 


117 


149 


52 


21 


1 


, 338 

(14) Makes trouble . | 


16 


17 


37 


64 


•183 




338 

(15) Feels for others 


16 


60, 


115 


• 83 


.69 ' 


4 11 


340 

. ' (16) 'Follo](*s directions • 


14 


32 


129 


125 


49 


5 


; 340 

. (17) Asks a. lot of questions 


m 

■1. 


165 .; 


I- 

r 119 


33 , 


21 . , 


2 


^40 

^ ^,,(18) Is a leader 


14 


13 


5a 


. , 91 


168 


15 



'..I 



68. 



Soje people see boys acting one way yhile other people see them rfcting in 
other ways. Below is q list of behaviors. How many boys do you see act- 
ing In the following ways? 



Behavior 

TOTAL: MISSING:^. 

31^^ . 39 ' 
(1) ^Scared easily 


• 

Almost 
All 

1 

1 m 


1 ■ ■ 

Manv 

2 

31 


About 

3, 

1^53 • 


Y ■ 

180 


Almos 1 
None 

* 

5 . 
37 




11 

(2) Shy, sweet 


1.7 


31 


61 


2i)0 


44 




3^6 8 
(3) Cries to get their ws^y 


22 


73 






29 


. . a**t+ 10 

(«*) Tattles 


30 


87 


90 • 


130 


1 




3^5 9 - - 
(5) Draws many pictures 


1 59 


122 


" 81 


74 


9 




3H6 8 
(6) .Plays rough gaibes 


105 


■ 160 


U8 




5 


r 

^ >-l- V 

;\ .'t 

of , 

.'.V* 


3U5 9 
(7) Builds with blocks 


1 97 


131 


» — r— - 

-53 


54 


10 


3»*5 , ;. 9 , 
(8) Plays house 


37 


7^ 


73 


117 


44' 


3»*3' 11 ] 
(9) Is bossy , 


33 


102 


95 


lip 


' Z 


(10) Talks a lot | 


103 


137 


71 


"34 


1 


7 


188 


112 


30 


17 


0 


/ 3M5 , 9 
(12) Says please and thank-you | 


17 


79 


102 


135 


■ ■ ■ 

12 


31^5 . 9 
(13) Likes to leam^^ ' 


103 


124 


74 


. 40 


4 


(IH) Makes troub:^^ 


27 


68 


83 


150 


; 16 


3»*5 9. . j 
(15) Feels for others j 


31 


86' 


108 


f • — ■ 

103 ' 


17 


3«*5 g . 
(16) Follows directions. | 


2U 


98 


137 . ^ 


79 


7 


3»f7 7 
(17) Asks a lot of cjuestions j 


161 


120 


46 


17 


, 3" . 


' . 3U5 . 9 1 
(18) Is a leader j 


26 ' 


81 


' 98 


130 





b^h^nn ni-h! '^^"^^ behave . m certain ways' and girls should 

behave in other ways. Other people do not believe in these differences. 

Do you agree that boys ' behavior .should be different from girls.i? 352 

Agree ^ ^ ^M^lan . 2.9886 ' / 

(2) im Agree somewhat ' - S.D. = ^.3959 

l6M^ Neither agre^ ngr disagree ■ '■ ^ 

(M) _|42 Disagree somewhat 

(5) _83 Disagree r ■ . " 

Some centers seem to teaoh or encourage boys and glrla to'behave differently 
toferenuv7 '"'f ""'^ ""^ ""^ """^^^ ^^^^"^ ^"en, to art 

(1) _16 Very much ; . , 3 .^g^;^ 

(2) _22 A lot • . 3 ^ 

(3) - '98 'some V 



6 



(«0 Very little 

(5) 6U Not at all 



^ '10 



The day care center .should teaU or ^encourage boys and girls to act differently. 
(1) JlO Airee ^ \ - ^ 3_^g^^ ;3H9 

Agree .somewhat \> ' g p . _ ^ 1^3514 

Neither agree nor disagree 
(1+) t|7 Disagree somewhat * / " ' 



(5) 113 Disagree 



5 . 



72; It is Important foi? my qhUd to be exposed to other cultures and 



Mean = 1.60^0 



S.D, = .9070 



nationalities. 
I ^ (1) 201 Strongly agree 

(2) 113 Agree 

(3) 21 Agre^ somewhat 

(•♦) Jl Neutral , * 

(5) 3 Disagree somewhat ' 

* 

,(6) 0 Disagree ^ 

(7) 2 Strongly disagree 

73. The day cafe center should maintairv^my child's cultural and 
national ways . * ' ' 



IT f . 

(1) 62 Strongly agree 

■» 

(2) Agree 

(3) _59^ Agree somewhat 
<M) Neutral 1 

(5) _9 Disagree somewhat 

. i . 

(6) _20 Disagree | 

(7) Strongly disagree 



Mean = 2.95M2 
S.D. = 1.48M9 



351 



3" 



3U9 



/ i 



^ 



A, 



7»l 



75 



The <iay care center which we .me seems to emphasize one particular 

way of life. , . A ua.ai 



Mean = M,1735 
S.D. = 1.5560 



strongly agree 
(2y*%U Agree 
(9) 62 Agj?ee somewhat 
(U) 101 Neutral • 

(5) .23 Disagree somewhat 

(6) Disagree 

C^,) 3^ Strongly disagree « • 

Our way of life, is different from the ohe emphasized at the day 
care center, - ■ ^ " 



-(1) 6 Strongly < agree 

(2) 22 .Agree 

(3) ^9 Agree somewhat 
(U) 101 Neutral 

(5) 63 Disagree somewhs^t 

(6) 103 Disagree 

(7) 21 Strongly disagree 



Mean = iK5701 
S.D. = 1.<»I6'42 



f 3U0 



1'4 



335 



19 



130 




81 



82 



89. 



81* 



86, 



Many people have other people living with them, like aunts, unties, 
grandinothers and other people. How many people are now living \A 
your household? Mean :r 3.5740 - S.D. = 1.2690 

J.. .... '. , ' 

How many females live in^your household who are 13 and above? 
■■, Mean = I'-'lllU S.D. * .5138 



How many males live .in youi^ household who are 13 and above? 

- . Mean = .865^ S.D. = .5356 

Please check your age range . 

(1 ) __0 Under 18 " ' 

(2) _76 iq-- 25; 

(3) 211_ 26-311 . . 
_50 35 - 

(5) J U5 - 55 
<6) __|3 Over 55 
85. How many years of schooling have you had? 

(1) . 23 Less than 12 years 

(2) J87 12 years 

(3) 110 13 - 15 years 
) 126 16 or more years 



What kind of Work do you , do? (Specifically what are ydur duties 
on your job) 

\ Mean ^ 67.0791 ..S.D. = 26.1781 



. Pay oar© centws have children who come fron, mny races and nationalities: 
We are lntereste>d In finding out how you feel about some of these groups 
On each of the following pige§ there will be the name of suoh a group, at the top of 
the page. Under each of these groups' thenp are pairs bf words, ^rhat^an describe them 
Her© is an example: "Nfc^ * 



\ 
\ 



fast 



.am 



slow 



Each pair of words Mnakes a scal^. By making a mark, you can" show what you think 
of -the group which is listed on the top of the page/ For example, if you feel 
that the group named at the top of the page is verj. much like one of the words, you 

would Dlanf» R mAr>V <> 4=r^M^,,^. ' ^ ^ 



would place a mark ?ts follows: 
Italians 



Italians 



^^'•S^.-JL-^ ■■ J,^ ■■ ••_J___slow OR fast : : J : : : x slow 

If you feel that the. persons are a lot like"one of the words, you would place your 



N mark follows 

Italians . - 

^^^^^ --Jl^' • • - sl6w OR ^ fast 



Italians 

: X : slow 



' If the persons seem only a litiy^ UJke one of the words, you might check as follows: 

"f^^^li^"^^ , Italians 
' ^""^^ ■■ : •„____slow, or' fast : : ' : x : : slow 

^ Remember: Never make more than one mark on any scale. ^And also be sure \o check ' 
every set of words. Try .not to leave- a line bl^nk. ^ ■ 

Do not spend more ^than a few seconds" marking each line. Your first feelings are 
what we would like to learn Sbout. 

>■ —NOW TURN THE PAGE AND BEGIN WORKING— 



AMERICAN INDIAN?' 



'"1. 



Successful 



TOTAL: 270 



Excitable 



267 

.A"jggressive 
% 268 



Respoi\sible 
\266~ 



Selfish 



265 

Beautiful 

266 

Rich : : 



■266 



Friend^,y ; 

267 

Graceful : 

264 

Slow : : 

259 

Serious : 



Unsuccessful 



MISSING: 8»+ 



266 



Hardworking 

•266" 



Good 



263 



Clean 



261 



Powerful 



266 



Grateful 



• • • 

• • a 



258 



87 



86 



88 



Calm 



Defensive 



Irresponsible 



Unselfish 



89 



Ugly 



88 

Poor 
88 



87 



Unfriendly 



Awkward 



90 

Fast 
' 95 



Humorous 



88 



88 

Bad 

" 91 



Lazy 



Dirty 



93 



Powerless 



88 



Ungrateful 



96 



MEAN: 



9. 9704 



3.6517 



2.92U8 



U.2755 



2.U699 



U.9286 



2.7503 



2.6136 



3.9151 



2.6917 



2!9bH2 



S.D. 



1.3215 



1 .3936 



3.7799 ' - 1.315M 



1.1599 



1.2230 



1 .0*466 



1 . 063U 



1.180U 



1.0867 



1.19H5 



1.150U 



2.6278 ^ 1.1787 



2.»4»*'49 . 1.0538 



1.1777 



3.6955 l.m73 



3.0581, 1.0477 



BLACK AMERICANi? 



Clean : 

TOTAL I 277 



Beautiful 



278 



Excitable 



276 

Responsible 
Selfish : 



270 



Powerful 



27U 



Hardworking 
278' 

Aggressive 

27tr 



Grateful 



267 



Serious 



27^ 



Successful 
272" 



Rich 



Slow 



277 



268 



Friendly 



Good 



274 



274 



= • _Dlt>ty 

MISSING: 77 



Graceful : ; 

271 — 



Ugly 



76 



Calm 



78 



Irresponsible, 



77 



Unselfish 



84 



: Powerless 
" 80 



76 



Lazy 



Defensive 



80 



87 



Ungrateful 



Humorous 



80 



Unsuccessful 



82 
Poor 

Fast' 
' 86 



Unfriendly 



80 , 

Bad 
:80 

: Aw kward '\ 

" 83 V 



MEAN 
3.1119 

2.8525 

2.6341 

3.2671 



3.3139 



3.3129 



3.6292 



'3.4234 



4.1949 



3.5821 



2.9964 



2.9489 



1.3181 
1.2031 
1 .2091 
1.2885 



3.3222 1.1963 



1.1998 



1.3351 



3.2226 , 1.4694 



1.2480 



1.2505 



3.4779 ;.i:i099 



1.0417 
1 . 2649 
1.2853 
1.1972 



2,6716 1.151: 



ORIENTAL AMERICANS 



% 



J 



Aggressive^ 
TOTAL: 26U 

Selfish " : 



263 

Successful 
266^ 

Grateful 



261 



Clean 



265 



Powerful 



267 



Good 



261 
Beautiful' 



266 



Graceful _: 
26M" 

■Responsible 
268^ 

Rich : 



Defensive 



HISSING: 90 



Unselfish 



> 91 



88 



Unsuccessful 



Ungrateful 



93 

_Dirty 
89 



Powerless 



87 



Bad 
93 



88 



90 



Awkward 



Irresponsible 



266 



86 

Poor 
08 



^Hardworking 
267" 

Excitable 



87 



Lazy 



Calm 



. 265 

Friendly_ : 
265 



89 



Unfriertdiy 



89 



Serious 



Slow 



264 



260 



Humorous 



90 
Fast 



MEAN 
3.3371 
U,. 04.18 
2. 5602 
2.7701 
2. 3887 
3. 2472 
2. 5057 
2.4774 
2.4318 
2.2463 
3.3195 
2 J 1873 



3.6415 



2.5208 



2, 5455 



■ \ 

4.0615 



SPAMISH-SPEAKING AMERICANS 



Clean 



TOTAL: 270 

^Hlpecessful 

271 

Self Ish^ j_ 

267 

Res pons ible_ 
272~ 

Rich ; : 



272 



Giviceful 



Good 



269 



269 



Hardworking 

271"" 

Beautiful 



27^ 

r 

Aggressive 
269" 

Excitable 



269 



Slow 



268 



Powerful 



269 



Grateful 



267 

Serious : 

"^9~" 

' "Friendly 

271 



Di;rty 



MISSING: ' e'» 



Unsuccessful 



83 



Unselfish 



8;7 



82 



Irresbonsible 



^Poor 
82 



Awkv>ard 



85 

Dad 
85 

"83" 



La zy 



Ugly 



Defensive 



85 



Calm 



85 

Fast- 
" ?6 



Powerless 



65 



Ungrateful 



87 



Humorous 



•85 



83 



.Unfriendly 



MEAN 
3. 381^ 
3.6790 

3, 7978 

3.1985 

3603 

2. 9888 



2. 95911 



2. 7011 



3.297»l 



3.6803 



3. 2659 



3.2937 



S.D.' 



1 , 2521 
1 .1660 

1 .1779 

1.1642 

1 .0285 

1.038M 



2.^699 ^ " 1.0969 



1.2180 



1.0088 



1 .1911 



2.6729 iAhSO 



3.. 5224 1.0928 



1.1139 

1.0622 
1.1555 



2.6015 r 1.1071 



WHITE AMERICANS 




TOTAl: 276 

Successful 
. 28F 



Hardworking 

280"" 

Friendly : 




Rich 



Slow 



277 



278 



273 



Responsible 
278' 

Excitable 



276 . 



Grateful 



275 



•powerful 



278 

Aggressive 
275" 

Selfish : 



276 



.Grace^l 



277 



Beautiful 



276 



Ser>ious 



Good 



276 



. 275 



: •. pirty ^ 

' ^IS'SING: 76 



MEAN 
2.7122 



Unsuocesaful 



71+ 



7U 



Lazy 



0 



2.167m 



77 

Poor 
76 

Fast 
' 81 



Unfriendly 



2. 8845 



2.9353 



3.9853 



Irresponsible 



76 , 



Calm 



78 

: . U ngrateful 
'79 

? 

• Powerless 

" 76 

: Defensive 



79 



Unselfish 



78 



Awkward 



77 



/ ^Ugly ' 



78 



Humorous 



78 
Bad 



79 



2.6U39 



2.9710 



3.3055 



2.U029 



2^M618 



\0 

3.0650 

2.688U 
3. lUt+9 

2.771+5 



S.D. 
1.0036 

.8321 

.8916> 

i . 0906 

.9207 

.9925 

.91+19 

1 .0682 

1.1563 

.9809 

1.0223 

1.2199 

1 .qi+75 

.91+81 
1.1603 

.9927 







